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The President PODEF r O. SrUART. JR.

The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We are pleased to submit the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission report
containing the Commission's findings and conclusions based on a review and analysis of the
recommendations made by the Secretary of Defense, together with the Commission's
recommendations for closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States.

'The Commission scrutinized thousands of pages of testimony and written documentation. We held
17 hearings acros- the United States, visited over 125 military activities, and met with hundreds of
community representatives. The Commission heard from many expert witnesses, including Members
of Congress and officials representing the Department of Defense, the General Accounting Office,
the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Congressional Budget Office. Our hearings,
,,li..crations, and records were open to the pub!ic.

Every installation recommended for closure or realignment enjoys a proud history of service to the
nation. We recognize that closing a base creates economic hardship for communities that have
offered our nation a priceless service by hosting a military facility. Nevertheless, continuing budget
constraints mandated by Congress along with chinging national security requirements compel the
United States to reduce and realign its military forces. This report reflects the fiercely independent
judgment of the Commission'N seven members. While not one of our decisions was eas3,, we are
convinced our recommendations were not only fair but will strengthen this country's ability to meet
its domestic and international responsibilities with more limited resources.

ýeS~ectfully yours,

im Courter
k,"Chairman

CAPT Peter '3owman, USN (Ret) C mBeverly Byr bea Cox" C o B ejY4 Br p g R lbe cc 1 4~ o

Commissioner Commi ncr Commissioner

GEN H. . kohnson, USAF (Ret) I larry C. McPherson, Jr. Robert D. Stuart, Jr.
Commissioner Commissioner Commissioner
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MAJOR OSURES

AND ENTS

I Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York 12. Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina

2. Griffiss Air Force Base, New York Naval Shipyard Charleston, South Carolina

3. Naval Education and Training Center 13. Naval Air Station Cecl Field, Florida

Newport, Rhode Island 14. Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida

4. Naval Station Staten Island, New York Naval Hospital Orlando. Florida

5. Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft 15. Homestead Air Force Base, Florida

Division, Trenton, New Jersey 16. Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, Florida

6. Defense Clothing Factory 17. Naval Station Mobile, Alabama
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 18. Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas

7. National Capital Region (NCR) Activities 19. Naval Air Station Memphis, Tlennessec

- Naval Electronics Security 20. Gentile Air Force Station, Ohio
Systems Engineering Center, Defensc Electronics Supply Center, Ohio
Washington, DC

- Bureau Navy Personnel, Arlington 21. Newark Air Force Base, Ohio
- Military Manpower Management 22. Naval Air Facility Detroit, Michigan

Arlingicn 23. O'lhare International Airport Air Force
- Naval Air Systems Command, Reserve Station Chicago, Illinois

Arlington 24. Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois
- Naval Facilities Engineering

Command, Alexandria 25. K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan

- Naval Recruiting Command, 26. Tooele Army Depot, Utah
Arlington 27. San Francisco Bay Area, California

- Naval Sea Systems Command, - Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Valk.,
Arlington- s

- Defense Printing Office, Alexandria - Naval Air Sta:ion Alameda

Security Group Command, - Naval Aviation Depot Alameda

Potom ac, W ashington, DC - ,. . ..1 11....l.•,. O akland

- Security Group Station - Public Woikks Center, San Francisco
and Detachment Potomac, - Naval Station Treasure Island,
Washington, DC San Francisco

- Tactical Support Office, Arlington 28. Presidio of Monterey Annex, California

8. Naval Surface Warfare Center- 29. Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory
White Oak Detachment, Maryland Port tlucncme, California

9. Vim. Hills Farm, Virginia 30. Marine Corps Air Station

10. Fort Beivoir, Virginia Tustin, California

11. Norfolk Area, Virginia 31. March Air Force Base, California

- Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 32. Naval I raining Center
- Naval lUndcrsea Warfarc Center San Diego, Calilornia

Norfolk Naval Air Station Barbers Point, I lawam.
- Naval Electronics Fnginecrimg Naval Air Station Agman, Guam

Center Portsmouth
- Naval Surface Warfare Center

Virginia Beach



EXIEC MARY

Oni November 5, 1990, President George Bush and etct throughout the process with comonti-
signed Public Law 101-510, which established nity representatives at the Commission offices,
the Defense Base Closurc and Realignment Con- during base visits, and during regional hearings.
mission "to provide a fair process that will
result in the timely closure and realignmcnt o Thc Conuission also held seven investigative
military installations inside the United States." hearings in Washington, DC, to question Mih-
Public Law 101-510 (Title XXIX, as amended) tary Department representatives directly respon-

sible for the Secretary's recommendations. Several

list of proposed iire tary base closuites and defense and base closure experts within the federal

realignments to the Commission by March 15, government, private sector, and academia pro-

1.993 (see Appendix A). The statute also vided an independent assessment of the base-

required the Secretary of Defense to base all closure process and the potential impacts of the

recommendations on a force-structure plal- Secretary of Defense's recommendations. All of

submitted to Congress with the Department's the Commission's hearings and deliberations

FY 1994 budget request and on selection crite- w oere held in public. Most were broadcast on

ria developed by the Secretary of Defense and national television (see Appendices F and G).

approved by Coingress. Based on the Commission's review and analy-
nthe Commission's receipt of the Secretary' sis, alternatives and additions to the Secretary's

Upon the Commis ns eiof Ph 101r510 list were considered and voted upon. On March
required thnse reomssion to hold public 5ear- 29, 1Q93, and on May 21, 1993, the Commis-
require discuss the recomin tions hodpblicohear- sion voted to add a total of 73 installations
ings to discuss the recommendations before it for further consideration as alternatives and

made any inbdings. To change any of the additions to the 165 bases recommended for
Secretary's recommendations, the law required closure or realignment by -le Secretary of
the Cornniission to Pfod substantial deviation Defense (see Appendix bc
from the Secretary's forcc-structurc plan and the A 1_)
final criteria approved by Congress. Communities that contributed to our country's
The Commission's process was a model of naiional security by hosting a military facility
open goverCment, hs recommendations resulted for many years should rest assured thei, pleas
fopen goverenment.Its reconiendtioh Secresutey o were heard, and did not go unnoticed. The Com--
from an independent review of' the Secretary ofsinwudalolk orasuecmumm,)C-tp li l' r I issiOn w ould 1.1so like to ,-a ste con.".. ... ... ;B
Defe.....nfue'cn.. A . .aro, tof iiewad ties there can be life after a base is closed.
partisan influence. As part of its review and However, economlic recovery is in large par

analysis process, the Commission solicited Hependen on a conerted c nita'gefpart
inoritin rina iC aiCV fO~~c.Mot dcpendent upon a concerted conmmunqity effort _

ifofrmation ftrom a ,ide variety of sources. Most to look towards the future. The same dedicated
jirportant, comrntunt ics wet'e given a scat at effort expended by' communities over the last
thze table. The Con:nission held investigative several months to save their bases should be
cearings, conductcd over 125 fact-finding visits redirected towards building and implemnting
• activities at each major candidate installa- a reuse plan that will revitalize the community'
tion, held 17 regional hearings nationwide toI I and the economy.
hicar from affecled communities, listened to hun-
dreds of Members of Congress and responded The Department of Defense Office of Economic
to the hundreds of thousands of letters from Adjustment (OEA) was established to help corn-
concerned citizens fhom across the country. The mttnitics affected by base closures, as well as
Commission staff members maintained an other defense progiam changes. The OLA's prin-

c-:ivc and ongoing dialogue with communities, cipal objective is to help the communities

vii



Exceutlive Suni nary'

alfected by' basec Josures Ito majintain or restore DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
economic stability. Accordling to anl OLA sur-
Cy', approximlately 1 581,001) newv jobs \vcic Initial Entiy, Training/Branch School
ci catcd bctxvcn 1 90 and I 002 to rcplacc neatly
93,000 jobs lost as a result of base closures. (0) f~oi McdClilan, AL- (mawjor)
Thc 011A has also been wvorking wvith 47 com- Commodity Orientcd
munities locatcdl near bascs rccoilmmnded for
clo-sure by the 1988S and 1901 Commissions, klR) I0or1 Monmonib-11, NJ (miaJor)
and has provided $20 million inl grants to hlcp kC) VInI-I Hll 1 ars A mjr

c:ommun tllit ies develop recusc plans. Dpt
The commissioners ,cl(cctcd- for the 199
Delensc Base Closuire and Reahignmevit Comn- (,R) Anniston Army Depot, AL (nmino)
mission have diverse background-s inl public (0) Letierkeuiny Ar-my Depot, PA (ma11jor)
ser-vice, b)usiness, and the mihitary 0se))PeV R Red River Army Depot, TX (mjor)
cli\ 11). 11n aCCORdanCe Witli the baSe-elosttre RI loocle Army Depot, UT (major)
statute, four cotmiwssioncrs were nominated
inl Consultation Wvilli the Speaker of the U.S. CominandlCont vol
I louise of Represe-ntatives and the U.S. Senate (R) Fort Blcvoir, VA (major)
Majority Leadler, andic two commlissioners Withi
the adlviecý of the H ouse and Senate Minority Professional Schools
Lecaders. Thle remaining, two nominat ions were
mladec independently by) the Pre'sident, who also (R) P~residio) of Monterey Annex, CA (mla~jor)
de1signated one of the eight conmiiiissiotters to Changes to Previously Approvea I3RAC

-serve, as, the Chairman. 88/91 Recommendations
T he Commission stalf iiiclttdedl experts dectailed
fromn several governmenit agencies, inchlding the (R) I.-ctterkenny Army D~epot, PA tSystcmni5
Depart ment of Commrcev, the Environmnirtal Integration Management Activity - East
Protection Agency, the Fedceral Aviation Acimin- remains at Letter-kennyi Armly Depot, PIA
ist ration, theo Geineral Accounting Office, the vice Rock Island, IL)- (mlajor)
Generai Secrvices Administnatton as, wvell as the 00i Pre-sidio of' San Francisco, CA (0th Anny'
Department of Defense (see Appendix U. Nine recmainls at thle Presidio- of Sall Franc .isco
professional stallI memibers wecre detailed by thle inswaCzd of1 mo1ving1 to FORt Carson, CO)
General Accounting 1flice (GAO) ito serve lull- (ma~jor)
uime onl the Conmilssion's Reviewc~ anld Analysis t,(\R) RZock Island Arsenal], IL (AM (COM
staff. All detailecs fully' particlipated inl all phaIses remains at Rock Island, Il- instead oft
of theC review and an1alysts effort- tite vein -i bdmvn-LoRdeoeAseaA) mlr
dlata, visited candidate bases, par-ticipateId Ilti - (00 Ptteblo Army) Depot, Co (Redlirects suipply
cal hearings, and testi fled belore the( Conmmis-miio rotDfneitrhtioDpt

sionat ts piblc herins. oode, LIT, to new location wvttht theý
________________ Defense DIC IStrbtiCiiptSse.

Based onl tile Commission's revicwi-ai d-anlalysis(tor
anld deliberlative processes, thle Comml llis'sion ret- DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
ommeinds to the President 130 bases be closed
and 415 bases he realigned. 1heise actions wvill Shipyards
resuilt inl FY 1 994-90 net savýtt gs of approxi -

mately S3.8 billion after one-timec costs of (C) Ch~arleston Naval Shiipyardl, SC. (major)
appi oxintatchy S7.43 billion. fthe sa-vings, from (C.) Mare Island Naval Shipy-ard, V'allejo, CA
theCse actioDS Will total approximately' $2.33 hilhiot (major)
annttlly11'. The le1S!in ls111st 1mmaizeS the
Closutre and reallignmenlt r-ecommenlcdations oft
thle 1 993 Conmmission.
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LUxcc~ut ix Stunmmary

Operational Air Stations Depots
(C) Marine Corps Ai- Stat ion 1-11 loro, C-A (C) Naval Aviation Dep-ot Alameda, CA

(11a.1or) (imajor)
(C) Naval Air Station Barbers Point, i-I (C) Naval Axialion lDepot N0orlalk, VA (mawjor)

(Imljom ) (C) N aval Aviation Depot Pensacola, EL-
(C) Naval Air St ation Cecil Field, FT (major) (miajor)
(C) Naval Air -Station Agana, GJU (Imijor) Naval Weaponis ,Stations
(C) Naval Air Facility M idxway Island (minor) ()NvlWLIOI U10 C ecC
Training Air Stations (minlor)

(R) Nav'al Air Stationl Memphiis, T-N (Imajor) Technical Centers (SPAWAR.)
1,O) Naval Air Station Meridian, MS (mawjor) (C) Naval Air Warfare Ccnitet-Att u alt

Reser-ve Air Stations Division, irentotin, Nj (major)

(C) Naval Air Facility Detroit, Ml (miajor) (0) Naval Air Teechnical -Services Facility,
(C) Naval Air FWI) Martillsburgý, W'v' Philadelphia, PA (minor)

(meinot) (C) Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory,

(C) Naval Air Station Lbllats, TX (t*MJiOt Port I -lueNeme1, CA (major)
(R) Naval Electironic Systems Lngincering

(C Naval Air Stat ion Gleniview, IL (major) .Ceniter, S~t. Itnigoe-s, MD (mlinlor)
(0) Naval Air Station South Wcynicouth, MA (C) Naval Eleetronte Security Sy-siems

(R) Joint ArmedI Force, Aviation Facility (nm1'jor)

Johston, A (ino) () Naval Electronic Security Systemis

Naval Bases Engineerin~g CenterI, Charlestoti, SC.
(R) avalEd~ction and Trai iiiý Cen er,(m ajor)

(INavaol, RdeaIo and TjraiigCetr (C) Navy Radio T ransmission 'Uacilitv,

(C) Naval Station Charleston, SC (major) Annap~olis, MD (minor)
(C) Nav Px adio Tranmsmission FaIcility,

(C) Navwal Station Mobile, AL (major) Drixer, VA (minor)
(C) Naval Station -Staten Island, NY (major) (C'aaVlcroi ytm n ineein
(0) Naval Submiarike Base, Nexx' LondonCT01 Cetr otmuh A (major)

(C) Naval Air Station Alameda, CA (mawjor) Technical Centers (NA VSEA)

(C) Naval Statl io11 TreaCýsure Islan1d, (R0 Naval Surface \'Varlarc Cent em--lXillgreni,
San Francisco, CA (major) White Oak lDetaehment , WVhitt Oak, MDl

Training Centters (maj or)
(C0) Naval -Surface \'\"arbr Centet-Cardercock,

C)Naival 1 ratntm) Centcr Orlando, F-L Annapolis lDetachrren-t, AnnLap)olis, MD U

(mnlalor) (m1a 'jor)
(C) Naval TraZinlinlg CCemtte r Sa Diego, CA (R) Navall Surface \karfarke Centeml-

(ujl.or) Port -IneneCMneC, Virginlia Bachld

InventotyControl etaehnment, Virginia t;each, V'A (tmt jor)
lnveitoy '~OlL*O(Rik N aval Undersea \'ailare Ce ntei-Norfolk

((9) Axiatmon '-Atpply (1icic, IPhiLumdelpl ia, PA Detachimet, Norfolk, VA (major)
(lmalor) (C) Plattn1iing. Estimating, Repair and

Alterations (CV), Btemetton~, WA (mntlitm

i\



I ~ccutivc sumnmary

(C) Planning, 1 st imat lug. Repai mi rd O erBases
Alterations (Surlace) Atlantic. Norfolk, VA
(m1inor) (0) Is[ Mamine Cowps Diqiicet Garden City.

(L) Planning. EsO1 timting. Rqpail andIY(iin)
Alterations (Surlace) A\tlanik (11Q),(C) Depart ment ,-l Defenise 1anilv I lousinig
Philadelphnia, PA (mnllor) M1 ice, N jagara Falls, NY (min~or)
C)Planning. 1sintig epian(CNaval Facdlit cs Engineering Command,

Alterations (Surface) Pacific, Western Engineering Field Division,
Sani Fancisco, CA (m1inlor) San Bruno. CA (minor)

C)Sea Autonmated Dat1a Systcims Activity, (C) Public W~orks Center San Francis;co, CA
In1dian Head, NiD (m1inor-) (m~ajor)

(C) Suhutaineli M\aint enance, Lnginccring. -%scL Activities
Plnig, and Proc:urcinent , PortSn iouth,

Ni I (minlor) NAVAL RESERVE CENTERS AT:

Supp~ly Centers (C) Gadscien, AL (minor)

k(0) Nlaval Supply Center Charleston, -SC (C) Montgo-me-y, AL (minor)
(majo) (C)Fayetteille, AR (minor)

(W) Naval Supply' Center Oakland, CA (maJor) (C) Fort Smith, AR (minor01)

C)NaalSupl Cniter Pensacola, FLI (C) Pacific Grove, CA (m1inor)
(major) (C) Macon, GA (nmior)

A/a,-ifir Cri-ric. I naicticc Rlace (C) Terre Haute, IN (mninor)
(C) HuItchinson, KVS (mlinor)

(R) MIa ,rine Corps Logistics Base Barstow, CA (C) Monroe, LA (minor)

(C) New Bedford, MA (mmino)
National Capital Region (NCRI) Activities NA LRERVCNT SA:
(R) Bureau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, \ A

(Includinge the Office of- Military (C) Pittsfield, MA (minlor)
Manpower Managememnt, Arlington, VA) (C) Joplin, MO1 (m1inor)

IImajorI) (C) St;. joseph. MIO (minmor)
kR) Naval Air Systems Commaaid, (C) Great Falls, MT (minor)

Arling~ton, \VA (major') (C) NIissoula., MT (mnor)
(R) Na\a~l IFat~LiiieS FngineerinIg Co11mmand, (C) Atlantic City, NJ (miinor)

Alexandria, VA Wmajor) 0C Pci ±h Amboy, NJ (imior)
(10) Na cal Recrait ing Command C)Janestown, .NY (minor)

Arlirmgtom , VA (miajor) ()PrgmepiN mnr

(10) Naval Sea Systemis Command, C l oaP mnr
Arlington. VA (maijor) ()Atoa A(mr

(R.) Naval Supply' Systems Command, (C "lImgptN(inr
Arlington. \A (In1c'luding DefnseC (C) Mniemplis, 'IN (minor)
Printing Office. Alexandria, \VA and (0) Ogden, UiT (m1inor)
1:o0d 'Systems Offlicc Arlington, VA) (C) Staunton, VA,~ (minor)

(m o)(C) Par-kcirShkrg. \WV\ (minor)
(P0) SCcuriIty' 6r011tp Comm11anld, S;cur11ity A(mnrSeIrt (C) Chicopee,.I Oni

G;roup Stat ion, and Scuiy(:-rou~p CQunyMA(mr
Detachment , Potomac, \Vashington. D.C. ,)Qie',M mnr
(m1awjor)

(11)) Tactical Support tiflice, Arlington, VA
(m1inor't

x



xc'titiVc Su-I1111nh a-y

NAVAL RESERVE FACILITIES AT: DEPARTMENT OF THE
(C) Alexandria, ILA (miinor) AIR FORCE
(C) Midland, 1X (minor)

NAVY/MARINE CORPS Large Airraft
RESERVE CENTERS AT: IR) Griffiss Air Force Base, NY (.ma.jor)
(C) Fort Wayne, IN (minor) (C) K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Mi (major)
(C) LawForence, MA (minor) (P) March Air Force Base, CA (major)
(C) BLlirngs, Mt (rminor) (C) Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY (major)
(C) Abilens, TX (-minor) (W) McGuire Air Force Base, NJ (major)

READINESS COMMAND REGIONS AT: Small Aircraft

(C) Olathc, KN (Region 18) (minor) ) Homestead Air Force Base, Fl (major)

(C) Scotia, NY (Region 2) (minor) Air Force Reserve
(C) Ravenna, 01-1 (Region 5) (minor) (C) O'Hare International Airport Air Force

HOSPITALS Reserve Station, Chicago, IL (major)

(0) Naval Hospital Charleston, SC (major) Other Air Force

(C) Naval Hlospital Oa'dand, CA (major) (C) Gentile Air Force Station, 01-1 (minor)
(C) Naval I lospital Oriando, FL (major) Air Force Depot

CHANGES TO PREVIOUSLY APPROVED (C) Newark Air Force Base, Oil ({major)
BRAC 88/91 RECOMMENDATIONS (R) Ogden Air Force Logistics Center,

(P) 1-Lunters Point Annex to Naval Station I lill Air F:orcc Base, LIT (minor)
Treasure Island, CA (Retain no facilities, Changes to Previously Approved BRAC
dispose vice outleasc all property) (minor) 88/91 Recommendations

WK) Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA
(Substitute Naval Air Station Miramar (0) Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX
for Marine Corps Air Station 29 Palms (Requested redirect rejected) (minor)
as one receiver of Marine Corps Air (,) Carswell Air Force Base, TX (Fabrication
Station Tustin's assets) (major) function of the 436thý Training Squadron

(K,) Navall eictromcs Systems Lngincering redirected from Dyess AFB to Luke AFB,
CenItcr, San Diego, CA (Consolidate with maintenance training fumnction redirected
Naval Electronics Systems Engineering from Dyess AFB to Hill AI.B) (,minor)
Center, Vallejo, CA, into available Air (W) Castle Air Force Base, CA WB-52 Combat
Force space vice new conls[truction) Crew Training redir-ctcd from lFairchild
(maj or) AFB to Barlsdalc AFB and KC-I 35

(R) Naval Mine Warfare Enginccl , Activity, Combat Crew Training from Fairciild
Yorktown, VA (Realign to Panama City, AFB to Altus AFB) (major)
FL vice Dam Neck, VA) (minor) (K) Chantt Air Force Base. I1 (Metals

(R) Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, Technology and Aircraft Striteural
Alhumuerquc, NM (Retain as a tenant Maintenance training courses 1fromn
of the Air Force) (minor) Chanute AFB to Shcppard AFB

redirected to NAS Memphis) (minor)

xi



lIxccuttive Swo in inat

(R) MalcDill Alir [oitc BaSe, 1.1001id (Ailield Se'rvicclSupport Activities
to he operated by th, Ilk:epartmnilt Ofl0 ccs 0 SlpotCltl
Comme11rce or an1ot ocile fdetal agecy.c\ ()lelselgistics upotCetr

J olin Comniun-1-1CýatIonIS SuppIort1 lCleent BMatt le Cecek, N11 Ovtalor)

stay,. at Malclill vice reClocating to (0) DelettciC Reutilizaltionl and Niarketing
Chawrlestonl AVIh.) (11tinor1) Service, Bat tle Creeck, Nil (major)

RK) N1ather Alir Forec [3asc, CA LO-iOth (VC) Defenlse Logistics Agenlcy Clothing
Alir Rclucl ng CVUI roup redirect 'l from 1Factory, P1 'mladelplna, PA (niaot
NicCiellan AI.B ito Bealc AlT) (minor)

1R0 Rickenbacker A\ilr N atijon al Guaird B;ase, Data Center Consolidation
(-IlI (Retain 121st Air- Refuecling \Vinig
and theC 100th Air Refue1dlng 6;roup il Navy Data Processiing Centers

a eatlotriet area at Riekenbarlker (C) Aviaition Supptl)y 01ie hlaepi.P

AGB insteadI 0f Wr-ighlt-PaMtterson AIB (mlitor)

(im enajor) Av3d e o lo e)( ) rau ol Naval Personnel, W ashington,
(mj r)DC (m1iiinor)

Defense Logistics Agency (C) nlihsted Per-sonneld Mlanagmenllt Ceniter,
Ne\v Orleans, LA (minor)

Inventoiy tontfrol Points (C) Facilities Sy-stem l ice, Port I luenemel,
CA (miiinor)

(C) Delens 1i 2 nlectrone upl etr (c) Elect I nd uist rial Support Ceniter,
Da~to, Oi (maor) an Dig.CA (mitnor)

WO) !Deiense iidnitt vial Suply 1'Y GenLie C)( Nava i ttinBu\\ilNL(nnC
Philadelphia, PA (tuajor) (C aal A~ir Staitionlle B s lkMI (minorM)

(C)Deene eronel upor Cntr,(C.) Naval Alir Station layport, [I1 (mfinor)

Philadelphia, PA (nmajor) (C) Naval Air Stat ion Oeeanao, IA (m1inor)

Regional Headquap-ters L(0. Navall Air Station Whc~idhe IsAnd \VAi-i-

(R0 De clese Contract Managmenliit District (minilor)
NIidat lanitic, Philadelphia. PA (IT inlor) (,C) N aval Alir \\avlare Cenlter, Aireraft

(R) PIteftuse Corntract Nd~ana~ctnenlt District Divsion1, P"ItuenCt River.ý NI D (minor01)
Northecential, Chicago, IL (tminor) (C) Naval Air- \\arfare Center, Weapotis

(R) Defenise Contrtact N.L1a1Cncwemet District Divisionl, China Lake, CA (mtnor)

WeCst, I l SegundIo, CA (ir)(C) Naval Alir \VafllrLtreCenter, WeaponIS

De'neDistibuhtion Depots D)ivisioin, Pocintt Nulut~, CA (nmior)
(eC)s Naval Clommland Control &. Ocean

(C) Defense Distributton Depot Oakland, CA SUrveillance L-Center, San Diego. C-A
1(mtn1or-) (minlor)

(C) Defense'; I iStrihutiIOn Depot0 Pescola',C~ , IT (C) Naval Comlputilr & TelCeCon1111imutat tons,
\tninor) Aica Niasue r Station, Atlantic, Norlolk, VA

LO) Defense Distribution Depot Letiterkeiiny, (lmior)
PA (iiinor) MI Nv;'l Compn1Lte r & TeIC~lllecmmn :'iat tons,

(C) Dlcelnsc Distribution Depot Charle-stott, Area NMaster Station, IIASITAC, Pearl
S (tuor) 1larhor, Ill (minlor)

(C) Den-CiSe DISt IHuLt ion Dep)ot Toocle, Ul 0) Naval Coitiputer1C & lelecommun1111Cat ionS
(toin t)Station, San Diego, CA (min~or)



l:-;'zecltiVC urur

(C) Naval:ol Io~~c [I I e illnuincail loll" Defense Logistics Agency Data
Str ýn 'ValShineglOn, PC. (minlor)PrcsigCies

(C) Naval Computer & Thiccomjulicalrions rcsin;ctr
Stat ion, NeCw Oricai is, I ,\ (m inoi) (C) 1 ii lo vnat ioil Piocessi ng Cen revlii K1o

(~C) Naval LC(.mIltCv- & leCiCeo1n1IMunieaiions Circrl, MI (m1inlor)
Stat ion, Penlsacola, ,:L (mlinor) (C) I iioilriat ionl P 'ocessi ng" Center, Ogden, Uii

C) Navy Reg~ionall DaLta Automation Ccenter, Vi11110)

Sanm i vacisco, CIA (minor) (C) -1` ofoi marion Processing Ccli'rte,

(C) Naival Supply Ccntev, Charlesion, Sc. Plriladeipliia, PA (minlor)
kmior)(C) In icrinar ion PvocessingL Lcnier,

(C) N aval Supply Conicr, Norfol1k, VA (m ii~ino) Richmond, VA (imnor)

(C) Naval Supply Center, Pearl I larbor, III DeOfense hnomto ysesAcc
( ini (DISA) Data Processing Centers

Navy Data Processing Centers (C) Iacl-Cise Informa 1,1ionl Tchnlolon,v Ser-vice

(C) Nav'al Supply Cenlter, Puger -Sounld, WA OrganIlizationl, Columbus Annexc Daytonl,
(uhin1or-) Oi1 (minmor)

()Navy 1)aia Aut omat ion Facility', Corpus (C) Dlefense I ufor-11maionl TCchnology Service
Chrristi, TX (mlinlor) Organl-izaiionl, l'dianlapoiis lifforma'iiom

(~C) NavyN Recruritine, Comimand, Arlington, VA Pi ocessig (lenter, IN (nmior)

(rvinlor.) (,C) PBe i-nsc In10-11111 iormatrn Techolog Service
(C) Tiden Reft \"A (mnor)Organlizar ion, Kansas City vInformat ion

(C) Trideni Refit Fdily a Rii vinos \VAy. Ulinr PceinCnirNIt(inr

Organizat ion , CIlevelianid, 01Oil (mior)
Madtne Corps Data Pr-ocessing Centers

(C) Matrine Corps Anr Staition Cherry-) Poi11,
NC (minor)

(C) Mar-ine Corps Air St-arionl Li orw, CA
(nlimloi)

(C) Regional Atriomated Sýervices Center,
Camp Lejeicne, NC (minor-i)

(C) Regional AUtomate erice Cenlter,
(aniip Pcn-dieton, CA (minor)

Air Force Data Processing Centers

(C) Alir 1h0 cc Niitilltr) Personlio no1 ci c],
Randolph Al-l, TX (lmior)

(C) Ckml'luiertc Service- Center, Sain Anionic,
TX (11iin10)

(C) 7r1 Com1mn11nicatiloirs (rorrp. Pen-tagon l L

Ar lingi on1, VA Onivrror-) i"= I l;, lilt io11 reco1MIn L mend 1 CloSlosur
1,0) IRgi onail I'rocessil ng Cent er, McClellanii (R) = 1SIns ital lar ioCvCOni iiieiitlCd fo1 veIC,11r'IIMCIII

Al:B, CA (minor) (0) = lrSiallaiori1 eeonrrl~ICndd rO licvliainl open
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QI*APTERI
COMMISSIONTFINDI j~RECOMMENDATIONS

1 hc Pdel nsc 13ase Closurc and Realignmncnt Cornl SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
mnission has completed its i-c\icxv and analy sis Fort McClellan has the least amiount of facilities
ofo bale Sclsuares andcn realig mentsastransmit and smnallest population of -any of the Army'sfor asccloure andreaignent, asti-nsmt- n(iividual cnn ry ti aining/branch school i nstal-Lcd to thle Commission on March 12. 1993. P1itsI
chapier contains a suir~niar)' of the Commission's lations and was accor dingly r-anked ninth in a

findings and its r-cconrnietulations fOr closure'; category of 1 3 installations. Thr-ee of' the 1 3
and i ralignmlents, installations tied fot- the t htrteentl- IloSitiOn antI

werec later iremov'ed froot flurtherl consider-ation
Information onl each of the Commission's hase as a resuilt. of a specific capahility needed to
closure1- and realignment dlecisions is presented support mission r-equiremenrts. The ten~th itistal-
below. The paragraphs entitled "Secretar-y of lalion in this category was nut considered for-
Defense Recommnend~ations" and "Secretary of' clostire hcause it controls airspace, airfields,
Dcfciisc i ust ihecat-ions" were takeni vi'crbatim Iromn and aviation facilities which recpresent unique
the IDepullmclnei of Iljeftiste Bose Closn ic wid assets to thle Arm)'y.

grcaphsentitle "Communiatyd Cncerns93"]Il para\id Collocation of the chemnical, military' police, and
gaj)I briftiCI summary1S ofOid artmns rin otc eginieer schools provides substantial advantages
Commission by local :ommiunities; they' are not froeaiallnkae mn h he rnhs

au-icluive \Ncreapfltchte ~'These linkages enable the A_-my ' Inclics nnt the(diatlinclsie \Ah c ap onic substantial dotrna Itt oc eeomn ftreky
devatinsfroml tile applicto of the ha]cc- dot-nlan oc C~lj11n f h-ck)

structure plan and final ci itcriia are identilted. mnaneuver support elements. Synergistic adx'an-
tages of training andI professional clex'eopnicrii

DEPARTMENT OF THE- A RM/Y progr-ams are: coordinlation, cm ;1oy'mcni andic
rem~loVal Of obstacles, conduct of river crossing

Initial Entry TrinaunglB ianch School ope rat ions, internal sc cu rity/nat ion assistance
Operations oper-ations in1 tear- are1as or along main

Fort Georgic B. McClellan, Alabama supply' routecs, and cou~nter drug operations-.. The
m'issions of tilt threec branchecs will be mote1

Cotec,gol V: 111ititt 1--tti V vt 7vtmit o/Bicuiit i St 110(1 effect ivciy integrated.
Mt'ssioi Cftennwicl (11d Militot- P Bum t C01nint'

Ukld -Sc 1100' liach. school (fcvclo. dioctriin., tnuiiig 1cdl

Otic-hoint Cost: N/A ship,' organization, antd nlitt'ial protducts which
Snx'iit,g: 199-1-Q9. N/A are technical inl natut Cý andl piopoitent speci ftc.

Alitntiti: N/A Il te ut ty' place to achiieve intcgt'ation is at thle
Btaybutk: N/A con-hlrdiitll-arms level, Using the tlpflot't onit>'

to Colfocate thecse schools will assure syner-
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE gistic Solutions for- currenti, emlerging, anld
RECOMMENDATION future chal clenges.

Close. IF:trt McClel fati. Re'locate the U .S. Army T'his tccommeincdationl is a change to the iceýotrimen-
Cheicnual ant1I Mil itat'>' Police Schools adtintlte (latinil uladle to the 1 99] Coiimmissiton that w;vas
I )e part114Cl en i)IIS ofDle s tfy'rhIs~tit t: tI ispf oved. The 1 991 Comnl iissiun ye jictectl tit is
(l)OLDl') to tort Leconarld Wood, MO. Tranlsfer reeontimmentlat ion beCatiSe it ftiuid thle Army'
aCCOtItIUI1ý t 1h01iy u Pt'llaIl ta1 anlge atid other substantially> deviatetdho i t'i'iteraiai I and 2. Thbeir
req liFii rtltrailf, iin s t'tfcilities, tili ro gh 1l n ti~led que1st01Cio ttl tle Army's dt'c'iioti to imaiin'-
licensing. to ilhe Army' Natiotd l Ctiat'd. Retlainl an lain thle Chtenmical DcContat nitIiatit. taiini
ecliave for thle U.S. /Arimy' Reserves. Retain the Falcility (CDII ) in caretaker- statits hecauise
cafpalhility' for live-agctit tt'aining at ft01-t lC'CIcllail it ctotltd conitribute little, if any', to ct iia



Chapte 1

defense prcparecdcss and the CDIIF could not ability to construet a new facilit at Fort I -onard
be rcactivated quicldy. \WVood, and noted even if it could be done, it

would require up io ninc years to accomplish.The Arrays prloposal to close Fort McClellan The comnmunity also asserted new construction

diffcrs in two rcspccts. Iirst, the DODPI will
relocate to Fort Leonard Wood, MO, instead of costs would be up to live titlncs greater than

Fort Huachuca, AZ, and second, the Army will Army estimates.

retain the capability to continue livc-agcnt train- -he community cited the lower military value
ing. Subseqticnt to the 1991 Commission's of other Initial Entry Training/Branich School
decision, the Army conducted an in-depth study installations and claimed the return on invest-
of the value of live-agent training. -The study mcnt for Fort McClellan's closure was acually
affirmed its military value. The Army's nuclear, much lower than the Army analysis showed. In
biological, and chemical readincss training is addition, the community cited numerous
intcrwoven throughout all training and included reasons for training degradation at Foit Leonard
at all levels of command. Operations in a Wood, including the inadequacy of smoke ranges,
potentially hostile chemical environment are an the inability' to develop joint-service training
integral part of individual and collective skills efforts begun at Fort McClellan, and the long
training, and routinely practiced durling unit field period of turmoil resulting from the move. Coin-
training excicises. By' maintaining the capability muniLy' rcl)rcscntati,'cs also qucstioncd the
for chemical livc-agcnt training at Fort McClellan, DODPI's ability' to conduct research missions at
the Army will contMuc to prov'ictc reaihstic chcini- Fort Leonard Wood.
cal prCparcdnCss trailing. A robust chemical/ Finally', thie community' argued tbls closUrC wotuld
biological dcefnsc is a vital part of a thrcc-rorongcd ong-term economic
cffort, including arms control and conventional! produce the higlhest ,og-er C eonomic
nucl'ar delcrrence. I-he ArmNv is the only inpact of this round of the base closure pr'o-
service tha conducts cess because rcsiduaL prop'rty at Fort MvicCicianseric l}la codutslive-agent training, an-d it wouldl not provide offSetinilg commecrcial \'aloc

will contintilu this training. The Air Force has for t community'.

indicated its desirc to collocate its Jisastcr for tele Conuiunit)i.

prcpaiedness technical training with the ;,krmys COMMISSION FINDINGS
Chemical School at Fort l.conard Wood; the
Army' stIpi)ours this initiative. The Commission found separating the Chemical

"lhie Army' provides livc-agent training not only Sch"ool fro1 tile CDIPF Wot.tld negatively' impact
for Army' ]-erslnnel iappio~xiniiately' 4000 the nation's chcmical-defeinse capability'. There

for rmypcr;(:)ncl(apioxiim~ly 000 was nio guarantee thle live-agent train ingstudcnts per year), but also for othel Services, facility', the , le ]i\'c-ag and the

the State Department, and e\'en foreigi court- facility, the F, could bc moved, and aite
I rio, " .... <,-' .... 1,1- 1-,tcn s... 'ar .! C onlnlission1 found ii iF1llpr_L~dCfll to jeopardize
trie. (,appr"1 "matly istudents per ye..r).. ThI the facility's cxistece o until such assLuran1CC
training usually involves two days at the CDITI'
whilc other tI rai ning is cotducted at other could be obtained.

facilities of the Chemical School. The CDTF Thc Commission validated the military \'alue of
will retriain part of the Chemical School, even the installations in this category and found tile
1hotigli it is 1ciiig of)Ciatcd at anothcr location. Dol) Iroccuss coiinside ird all installatiins fairly
Al though it is feasible to ,eplicate this facility' at and cquiiably'. Fort Leonard Wood Ihad sufficicni
Fort Leonard Wood, maintaining the existing space to condtuct smoke trailing and the otLer
facility allords thc saii c capability without any; training functions found at I'ol F MClellan,
additional constructcion, as well as additonal spacc to Conldttct mioint-

training activitics. The Army's recent expcricnce
COMMUNITY CONCERNS in relocating two ollicr branch schools was
The communiOty arudsignificant aind could enable the Chemical and
trainig fcility argued seCparating ICic I iv-agenl Militnyv Police Schools to move with minimal
training facility' from the Ch'ienical Sd,.tool wvotld (lisrut' o

seriously]' Jgrad the ability' to test ccemical tiptiot].

decontamination d(ct rinC and cquCipLOent. Co0n1- le 1 m ('Onliissiion found econorelic impact was
timlity' r''ieset i[tali yVs also (fue':;t ion,'.l the Arnmy's indced hiigth in tlhc Anni<.;tor, AL arca.
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Chapter 1

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION LquarterCIS, an administrative and logistical

The Cunmmissiun findls the Secrear-y uf D~efense head~quarterIs, fi-rum leased f'acilities located

de\'tatcd substantially f'rom final criteria I and toWIperu tatient111 cioS lile at 1- MokIlndouArsNal,

4. Ilhcivelure, the Comminissiun rej ects thle ILo alluws ticie Arni tuc ateRmckinaealeandAsiof $1

ufoluowino rcuonmmendation uf- the Secretary t 0 L milos lion eryArmyt eiiacalco 1
I milionper -caiwith additiunlal savings of uver

DefenlSC: Close 1-urt1 McCle11lla exceptL [0ur Pdhiaml S8 milliun per year inl lucality pay diffecrential
Range and utiher required trainilng support lor the Civilian wvorkforce. At the same timec, it
1lacilitis tu he liCCI ISet to the Army Natiunl bte uite heecs paeiettie tRc
Guard, andI an ecr.lave to support1 thle U.S. ArmIly Island. Septrating the hecadciuarter-s and adminl-
Rese~rves;l reloc-ate the Checmical and Military Pollee istrativc futnction f'rom the research and devecl-
Schools to huort leconardc Wood, M'O., retain theC opmenc-t aspect of CILCOM1 will iout have an
capability h1r live-agent t raining at hurt McClellan. oprtnaim c.
The Ceilrnmiission does recoinmend that if' the oprtnl pa.
Secretary of- Defense,; wants to mlo\'e thle Chemical Ruek Island Arsenal has the infr'iastrueItUre to
Defense School and Chemical DecContamlination support andI house the heaclquarte vs elemntcn of-
Training Facility in the lu.tureC, the Arm)y should CIECOM . Curretttly, Rýock Island hias adminis-
pctrstic all of- thle ruitejl~_d perm~it-s and Cer) fhCa- tiative space ito accommodate -approxNimately
tionl for thle new Site prort thle I 95 Base ) .000 additional pertsonnel and permanent bulilding
Closure proces-s. Thei Commission finds th1atI this space that can he renovated to accommodate
r'ecommend1liationl is; conlsisent With thle for-ce- eVen mo0Ve personnel. The comiputer-systemis
sltrcture_ plan and the final criteria, (center, On the arsenial is onec of thec Army's

Cares anld can1 accommo 1date thle needLs of thle
Con~iii~od'1y unen1 bcdiriers.

Fort Monmouth, Newv Jersey 1 ici Rock Island Commutnity finfrastruet ure Canl
Catcoly. Comod, olcnid aCConltflo(late thle neriesidents without thle need

Cristeiuty; Clovin odis/( IV c iic an Ut l i( to conIstruct neCw schools, niew\: vate r and sewer

M isi n Pt -'d s 1 (1li C itd S r i eacilities, or othecr public facilities. There is ah uin-
to) All kcsidcnit Actlivitic( danlt hotl'isig at rCasonlahlC costs and ecel lent

cit-tiime Cot 0 .3.0 ittilliori access 10 higher education, bothf at the giadttate
Sc ivits: / 9()4-9)9: .S -27.0 milliotn (Cost) and un1der~gradulate level.

Attuitactf $ 1.3.3 mtilliont
Pohok:10years 1Fort jac:kson trains" ahout onec half of the haisic

traineeCs anld is thle largefst recru'Lit traintnlg
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE centerl'. ft is also thle home1 0t thle Soldier Sup-
RE.COMMENDATION per)lt (Center, \lItch1 is relocating from Fort IBcn-

Reaig FitN411110111.l\C1CaC tle11a~~jla_- j ., m11in lItarrisol. I-ihe re:port to the ]991)
eaign FofUSArt y M 0nnioIth.LRelocateI theI heaCCLrtar- Comlmission decscribing thle proposed Closure of

tetsofiim l US. t v Iny C on ) lett iate iospIalc t ru nice IFotrt 11e ijamin i Iairrison stated the Arm y planned

Coin M01nd1 (C01,C11 N t ) I tok 1tlesem d spnace o ti-,ade to col locatc tilte Cliapla im _SC 0 too l wit this Cc n -

ii-(Wl-i r Mon iou hi p a l S h o to Ro kosanrts na IJ.ac s nd t icr ventual ly. Thle tr-ansf Cr of thle Chaplain School

taS fer theSl~ k l aCh plii~i Sch o to Iall Z o M iJa k aon to I:0or1 Jack-son beneflits no0L on lv t e ic Chaphlai

lionl of lmain postl Fort Monnilouth. Dispose of of101' fxSIc IS t)i talsesw o are beginingatine

e~xcess faci:lities aind real propetrty at [vanls anid caree hin the Arnty, man10 of1- Ixv~ltomll ar lepa-

Charles1 \'Voods st11tbpost, aIs Well 'AS Ilaiti f)IoSI crated fro theiArmy atifis for tvhe firstne. ilep

I.1 rt\ 0oninou-th. Chaplain School antI its staff of Chaplains will

SECRETARY OF DLEEINSE JUSTIFICATION fatcilitate tlte trainees' transition to the Army life.

[ott M0o1rnott.1ft t'atif; 101-1rt1 fltot of' twclve COMMUNITY CONCERNS
mtstalfat ons iii nilfiti-ry vaftte. It is a small 1 h l 0e olvittitlitt" arý'ueLC thle Secre tary' propI01osed
ins_'taf fat ion with CICHments located off base inl rel__~llt0 CMha~U~- oP~
costly leased sf)acc Ifotiig the CLCDM I lead- tean rsial isnlitn oc CCNl headquarters tiow Rock
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Chapter 1

elementis it supports (Prolecct Lixecutive Offlicers Monmou111tht oUtWVetohen th1e long-term11 savings
and thle Rcsearch and IDeveiopmncri Center) and assot:'ated With thle reClocation of CLiCOM to Rock
reduced overall opCeritional Cfficicn1Cy and Islard Arsenal. ThW Comm11Ssion1 f'urtherC f'ound
clileetivcnecss. Tlhe ChECO~t vlould hest be ser-ved the( Armly's consideration of savings in locality
by tire consolidation J CECON4 elements and p~ay Was anl added bonus of thle realignmencti of
Iby taking advantage of recentiy v'acated and ieno- CECOM to Rock Island Arsenal, but wjs no0t it
\'ated f'acilities by moving onto Fort Monnio0tith. primary considecration f'or thce recommnnlldation
Inl addition, ',he commu11Lnity' arguedl it would The Commission f'ound locality pay could
take at considerable capital investmnic-t to adjust lpenalizc an installation when compared to one
the prop~osed Rock Island Arsenal warehouse not entitled to it.
facility to accommodate CECOM reqrtirements.
MoemnTiC Onto Fort Monn011OUth woutld av'oid COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
the expensive movement and -renovation costs Thle Commission linds tile Secretary of- Defense
associated xvith the move to R1ock Island Arsnl deviated substantLiPal)- ft om1 final criterion 4.
Additioinal])y, the comimunity maintained the Therefore, the Commission rejects thle Secretary's
N~ew jersey/New York area was the east coast reccommnendation o-n Fort MonmouthI and instead
high-techI (center and similar institutions, and Adopts thle foflowN\11g recommendation: move
activities would not be available in thle Rock CECOM I leadquartcr-s out of the leased space
Island area, anld into space' at F~ort Monmnouth vacated by

Lastly, the community argued lncalit)y pay shoutld ~hc 513LI- Militai-y Intelligence Btigade and the
nlot be a cost consideration, They maintained Chapilain School, or other suitable space -as
Congress creaied locality pay to offse!;t the wage aP)]ro01riate; relocate the Chiaplaini School ;i- Fort
differential bectween the private and publiHc Jackson1, SC, consolidate aCtliviCis to mraximnize
sectors in certain high cost areas. I'iThereore, Lhey) uitilization of- main post Fort Monmout110; and

ageuin tIi isidiuiiiit uiici~j ispose of excess facilities and real propen'v at

eortld penalize an installat ion when, in fact, it Evans and Charles Woods SUl)p)OStS, as well as,

was~ m ogesoa rve rilmn.iainl po.st Fort monmiouthl. The Commission

uiniiitrat iv\c space at bot h Rock Island Arsenal Catc~ory. Contutodit' Orienited
-1d I ort Nionmou01.th. The excess space at Fort Mfissiori: Reseatch, fle\'eloprticif,

a1 base realignmenlt action, and the Chaplain Oiteii me Cost: S 72,4 minillimii
Schlool. The Coinniission fouind both thle -Sivi egs: 1994-99: S -10.0 millioni (Cost)
l'epartilmerit of- Def-ense propoisal andI tIile com- Au r ial: S 19.1 inill tin
iLt1Unit)' C0ottnter--propo1sal Werie rational approaches JUYI)Lhue.- 8 Y'eO Is
It, ,lWe uitilizat ion of the excess administrative

5J."k C.SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

I fi- Conimission agreed there was a potentially RECOMMENDATION
natyeimpact if die technically trainedl worký Close Vint I Ill] Fa arms. Relocate thec mraintenanmce

force at CECOM did not move ito Rock Island ald rep'Jair bt11iict iono thle In~telligece1, Material
Arsenlal. Manmageiient Ceniter U NW0C Ito 'lol)-iy na Armiy

The Commission noted thie Departmenlt miisstated D~epot , PIA. Transfcr tIle( renmainit i enlments of-
the c~ost (hf he rent ial between two 3atlte ative I FlNI C, the S_)-ignaii Warfare Directorate, and
choices. Iibe Co in'nlissioit fol id thle lower the Pru- giain Iixecutive offiecr 01-0L) for Intel-
toi1e-ttnle1 cost of coinsolidating iict i\itics atl F ort I igentce and El1ectronic Wairfare (11:W)'i to F~ort

oniouth,1110, NJ.
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Chapter 1

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION PlnaI ly, the CommttnL11ity reC( 1UCStd tile Conim11is-
sion receive classified briefings onl the activities

Vint lill [at 11T ranked lowv in militatr' value anld missions conduicted 'it Vint H] ill [armis. It
Within11 its cat egory). With thec dep-I1- 1'0C wssartur onf mhe i-ccig these bvef li iigs could
military intelligence battalion and its consolida- waettdol yrei'nad th

tion at F-ort Gordon, GA, V'int H-ill Farmls is hh j- armI tol nation ~al securit, beasses1ed.

under-utilizedl. It was determinend that VMHilt I pOtenttiai amt ainlscrth scs

Farms could he closed and its functions per- COMMISSION FINDINGS
f'ormed elsewhecre. Closure of- this installation
sutpports the Army's basing sttateg)' to consolidate The CommP.ission1 f'ound all installations in the
simil~ar functions and close small installazions categoryN were treated fairly. it also found the
wheni feasible to do so. Mloving its activities to Secretary had over-stated the impalct the ntili-
Fort NI onmouth enhances !lhe synergistic tars' intelligence bai-tallion's relocation would have
effec of' research and (ie\'elopmentI f'or corn- otn the post's caipacity. The battalion oc:cupieid
munication electronics and intelligeceic electronics only 7~ percent of the facilities on the ittstallaltion,
warfare. Collocation1 at For't Mon1110ut01 also andi its mo1ve \.OUld not caulse- thec in-stllation
faicilitates the interaction between the Program to be grossly underutilized.
M anagets and Program I iixecctitc 0ivOficets that T-le Commlissionl explored thle potential imipact
currently recside at F ort M~onmouth, thereby ofteppsdraigmttonhegncs

creainggretermiltar vale i ibs ctegry. with wvhom the Vint Hill Farms activities wor-k.

Consolidating research anld development~l Will The agetcicis all stated the relocation of the tenants
achieve greater efficiencies in the areas of' would have muinimal, or no, impact. The Com-
mission. mission overhecad, and base ope-rations, mission agreed there wvas a potenitial imipact
ThItS allows the Army to reduce costs, giving if' the Work, for1ce did notL m1ove;- h0owever, a
the flexibility to p)Lt~ SCar-Ce resources into thle pool of' technologically trained and available
research and development arena that, signihicantly per-sonnel does exist in the Fort Monmouth area.
contrIibutes to overall readiness. 1lrrtclnt phasing of' the move from11 Vint H-ill

Farms to Fort Mon moutth could cIovcercm any
COMMUNITY CONCERNS per-sorntil shortfalls.

Thle community asserted DoD) erred in assigning The Commission also received classified brief-
a relatively low military v'alue to the installation, ings on the activities and missions conducted at
Con1tcn-din1g thle t-te \'altte of thle installationl shoul1d Vint I Jill kIarms. During these briefings not hingb
be based Onl thle missions of' the tenant activities. was; discovered that wotld t~reelude the imple-
,Add tit nal I', coimnnuunintat v arueud 11jentat ion of liet DoDU rt'eom mllt'nda tionl

DoD's claimi thle post would he 1ut1Iderut iliZed
followving the move of a resident military iritelli- COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
gen(ce battallion was tuaccutate. Ilite Commission l'inds the Secretary ol De fense

The co111M -ftýnit furthe1r arguecd 11i IC aiigtiin1ent did nlot. deviate sub-stant~ially froml thle force-
of the ten1ant activities cottid cause ser-ious harut1 StruLCt.LtreC pfliit antI finial cr-ite la-aI Therfore, thle
to na"t iotlal secttrity . First, se nsitive and, in some Commission- rccomimends the following: close
eases, highl-y-classified work is performed at Vint \Vint HIill [arms. Relocate the t~itinteance and
I jill I arms for thle intlCligeCe1C comnuIIL11tnit, mostly repair funct ion of thelic iteliigence Mat erial
headqunartered in the Nation-al Capital ReCgiot . Manlage ment Cetnter ( I MC) to Tohyhlan tia
Reclocating to New Jersey wout d dt1srupt this Clo-sc Army Depot, PIA. Tran-sfer thle remlainling
\vorking relationsh ipi. Secotid, the qttality' Of the elements of I NINMC, the Intelligence and
workl peri-ortitd is depenldenit onl a supipeior wvork E-lectromuc Warfare Directorate (ftortiercily the
force. Thei community e-st ituatd aipproxi r ,ateiy Signal Warfare Director-ate), and the programl
80 pucrcil of tihe wor-k for-ce \Ottld noti mo1Ve, executive officer. (PL~O) for Intelligen1ce "And 131cc-
thcrt-eb dcgradnig the Army's and tite nat ion's 1t motiic WarfareC (11i\V) to Fort1 Monmiotuth, NJ.
intelligence capability whlile replacetiencits Were
hired and trained.



Chapter 1

Army Depots The Army has concluded the projected ground
s)'stcms and empilimcnt depot mainmenancc

Leterkenny Anny Depot, Pennsylvania workload for fiscal ye:ar 1999 is not sufihicict
Calcgoi): Dcpots to maintain all of the ground systems and equip-

NissioiiDcpol Altitmcnancc incilt depots.
One-time Cost: $ 23. 1 mtlli m* In drawing the conclusion to downsizc LEAD,

,avi ings: 1994-9). S 42.8 milliot* the Army conside red the following factors:
A nnttI*: .S 13 1 million relative military value of the depots, tlhe futunrc

Palbt'o1: 7 Yca is l heaV'y force mix, reduced budget, w orkibrcc skills,
*7TlCse nunthers rC(cCt SIMA-E retdrect sU')gS excess capacity, ability of the depots to accom-

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE modate new workload levels, tile proXimity of
RECOMMENDATION the depots to the heavy foices in the U.S., and

the resulting savings.
Rcalign Letterke.iyN Army Depot (LEAD) by
reducing it to a cepot activity and placing it SlMA-E, which perlor1s computer s)stCIs
under the command atid control of obyhanna design and data management functions for a

Army.Depot, PA. Relocate the maintenance variety of activities, is transferring to the
functions and associated th Defense lnformation Systems Agency (DISA) in
fucpot-aintenassce activities, including the 1993. Retention keeps this activity focused

private sector. Retain the conventional antmi- regionally upon the custolter. SI1MA-Wcst is

nition storage mission and the regiolial ]cst located in St. Louis and supports functions in
Meicasurement and t riagegiont Test the western portion of the U.S. DISA advisedgeos tic - fipnit 19MD9 the Army there wvere no advantages or savings
Mtssion. Change hrecommendaton of the 1991 a lslai-d Aiscnal, IL.
Commission regarding l-cttcrkcnny as follows: Leso s La rel oatiWoor pt tb ,I.s d . .
instead of sending Systems Integration Manage- Less thar 25% of the work performed by SIMA-t
mint Activity East (SIMA-E) to Rock Island ts associated with the Industrial Operations
Arsenal, Illinois, as recommended by the 1991
Commission, retain this activity in plcc.
Retain the SIMA-E and the Infc.:mation Pro- COMMUNITY CONCERNS
cessing Center at LcttCrkCnny tUntil the Defense I lic community argued the consolidation of the
Inlormation Systcms Agency (Dl1SA) comnplctcs Joint Missile Mait,tenancc mission at Lettcrkenn)'
',Is review of activities relocated under D)cfensc Army Depot, as originally recommended b)'
Management Rcvicw Decision WDMRD) 918. The Defense Management RevX\,v Decision (DMRD)
activities of the tckpot not associated with the 918, remains the most sensible and economical
remaining mission will be inactivated, iransirrccd option available lor the intcrservicing of missile
or otherwise eliminated. Missile maintenance worklad. The community maintained realign-
workload will not consolidate at Lctterkcnim), ing the missile-maintcnancC workload to other
a< originally planned. I lowcver, Depot Systems depots would not take advantage of the
Co.mmand will relocate to Rock Island Arsenal, efficiencies gained by intcrservicing at a single
wcerc it will consolidate tinder the dIndistrial site. Also, the community argued existing
Operations Command there, as approved b)' the artillcry workload should not be transferred to
1991 Commission. another Atm)' depot as originally planied. The

comnint11-11), citcd \,aniotts [actors including a
SECRETARY OF DEF-ENSE JUSTIFICATION partnership arrangcmcnt with private industry

The decision ito realign LEAD was driven by the for assembling the Paladin weapon system.
re~st of thlie Ciai rmnart, Joint Chiefs of Staff Additionally, the comnmunity believed Depot

triennial re\'iew of roles and missions in h Systets Command (DESCOM)isiold iot rlo- I
Dcpartinient of 1)cfcnsc. As part of this review, cate to Rock Island Arsenal, 'L, as rccominctidcd
the Chairman chartered !lie Dl)pot Maintenance by' the 1991 Comiminissio, but sh0ould rcmain1

Consolidation Study. The studyI idcntijlicd a iti place at LEAD and fort the Industrial
ainoutit~l of" 1 e s de&pot capacity' Operationis Command (IOC) from existingsignificarnt DEl~l lcx's eo cp/iy ISCOM assets thereby :savinti the cost of

and duplication aniong the Services. • "
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Chapter 1_

pcrsunncl rclocations. The community agreed \\ as consolidated at the depot, rctcntion of the
with the Army' rcconimcndation SIMA-L: should current artillery worlkload could help alleviate
remain in place at LEAD until DISA dctCmmincd the problem. Although not included with DOD's
the best alternative ot- its future. original consolidation plan, the transecr of 1 la\vk

ground control syste in nai ncnancc from thc
COMMISSION FINDINGS: Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, could fur-

iher reduce costs and improve Letterkenny
"The Commission found the Army treated all its facility utilizatioen rates.

dcpots equally. The Commission also found the

Army's process for isolating and eliminating The Commission found the consolidation of
excess capacity was a consistent and prudcnt tactical-missile maintenance at a single depot
approach toward decreasing the cxccss capacity' was a valid plan worthy' of implementation in
that existed in the Army's dcpot system. order to create cfficiencics and reduce costs.

The Commission carefully considercd intel- COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
servicing of tactical-missile maintenance and
found the eight defense depots identified hy The Commission finds tlhc Secremry of Defense
the Department of' Dcfensc as intcrscrvicing dcviated substantially from final criteria I and
candidates in the Tactical Missilc Mititenon(1ce 4. Theircforc, the Commission rejects the
Contsolidatiol. Plan .fro LtctterHci Arnix' Depol, Sccrctaiy's recommendation on Lecttrkcnny Army
31 January 1(992 (reviscd 30 April 1992) were Depot, PA, and instead, adopts the following
performing similar work on tactical.-missilc guid- recommendation: LettcrIkcnny Army Depot will
ancc and control sections and in some instances remain opcn. Consolidate tactical-missile main-
related ground control systems. In addition to tcnancc at the depot as originally planncd by
Lcttcrkcnny Army' Depot, these c"gh" inc"udcd the !cpar-tmcnt of Dcfcuse in the Tactical
Anniston Army Depot, AL; Red River Army Missile Mainiitenoctice Consolidation Plan i tot
Depot, TX; Tobyhanna Army' Depot, PA; Naval Lct1CrhC'in'v Avroiy Dcpot, 31 January 1992
W\'eapons Station Seal Beach, CA; Naval (revised 30 April 1992). Add tactical-missilc
A\'iation Depot Alameda, CA; Naval Aviation maintenance workload currently being accom-
Depot Norfolk, VA; and Ogden Air Logistics plishcd by the Marine Corps Logistics Base
Center, IHill AFB, UTi. Barstow, California, to the consolidation plan.

The Comm1ission1 also foun1d thle workload oigi- Retain artillery workload at L.cttcrkenny'. Rctain

na1)ll plisinnd for consolidation at Ltotdrkenny' the Systems Integration Management Activity-

had decreased. Sonic missile systcms-tthc Last (SIMA-E) at Lettcrkcnny Army Depot (clangc

Shillelagh, Land Combat Support System, to the 1991 Commission rccommendatioll)

Chaparrai, and tCh ANTSpQ-73--weic iyto unge until the Defense Information Systems Agcncy

considedcl \'iahlc candidatcs for transfer bccause coril)letcs its rcvicw of activities relocated
they' would soon h retired, and a substantial under DMRD 918. Relocate Depot Systems,heytwould soo n th e raingw and substantial ran Command to Rock Island Arsenal, IL, and
f o f to l emttcalining was foirl pcefontld t)a' consolidate with the Armament, Munitions.

fc oLtekny ashm efre y and Chemical Command into thec Industrial
private contractLors. Despite alt of these inter-O.-ea tions Co m manf as p r e d ub' h
-scr\'icing ctlicicnlcy-r-cducing tactors, a r'ecenit p-aon Cm ndasprvdbytlsericing teffiAirny-redrlitgcingctr aiICI l rheen 199! Commission. The Commission finds this
study' by; the Army' Auidit Agency' concluded the

agrecommendation is consistent with the force-M11L~a I-CLA-111g a~ilgSto ), cahcd rom strttctturc plan and tinal critcria.
tactical-missilC consolidation at LcttCrkcnny' wol tld

still be cquivalent to savings achieved from1 the Toode Army Depot, Utah
proposed(l Lt'erknny realignment, if all missile Catcp),: Dcpots
m1alnctenallce wolkload, including that which is Misstoti Lcpot Mo(cint itiitc
enrCrntlyI)' 'assigned to the private sector, transi- is i Cos:D $ 7.3.'7 t~li~ll jlI
tions to Lctterkenity. On ' I5o xins: 10994-99: $ 107.2 million
W'lilc thc Lecttcrkeiin-v facilities might possibly Atnuitl: $ 51.0 million
he tunder-ut Ilized if the tactical-ni issiIe cVoriload Pam vbaok: hin ne(hiutlc
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SECRETARY OF: DEFENSE Eurther01C, t11C ci u 011111t \ lilaintaiiwdCL closllin
RECOMMENDATION TEAD\s mlaintenlanice facilities wvould senld ai

Reaifigli I oocic Armiv Depot Jt AD) ny) reducing message throughout the Deparltilcl Oen ollclensc
it to a depot alctivity 'and placinga thatr invcs metLnelcece onr\'r

Itude h and thle least efflicient fa'cil[itis suritve~c hinllvly
command ilnt control of)I Rcd Rivecr Army the community stated realigningi ITAI) would

storage and the chemiiical-dlemiilitar-izationi Igclaliliy
mvission. I-ih depot \vorkload wvill m1ove to othecr ig oanity
depot -mintenan)ceIIIC aIctivities, i neltiding tlie COMMISSION F7INDINGS

p'~sector. ihe1 activities of' the depot nlot
associated with the remaining mission will The Comin1ISS10on found1-1 thle AryiIreated all its
he inactivated, transferredCC, or elilliminated, LIS depo1ts equaLL1) . The ConunissiSSon alSO foun11d thle
approprilate. Airmy's process otor isolating and el ininain, Il,

excess capavcity was " Consistent andl prudeint
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION approach toward decreasinig the excess capacity

IThe decision to realign It FAD was; dIriven by that existed inl the Armly's depot systeml.

the resuilts of the Chairman, Joint Chief's of Staff The Commiiission carelfully coiisiderer i nt r-
triennial reiwof roles and missions inl the ser-vicing" of, tactical whieleld -veh1idC 1UixtCIintenace
Departnieiii of' Dfenise. As partI OF thki reViewV Ihowever. thec Commission founld tranisferrinilg thle
hei Chairman chartered the Depot Mlaintenance whleeled-vehicle mainteniance workload frloml all

Consolidlation -Stutdy. Thle studyI identified at Scrviiccs to TEAD's CNMP was not sufficien-t to
significant am11ounlt Of eX(c;ss &ipot capacity bring the capacity utiliz7ation of1 10ooc Arniv
and cir-ipl icat ion among the -Services. F)II)ept to aI COSt-eijCttect ive vl-. tutre ission

The Army11 haLs con1cluded the 1)1-0ected gr-ound recquirementils would also not be sufficientl to
sytes ndeuimet eotmantnnc \oJK improve thle uttilIizat ion rate of' the CMPto an

load faOr fis;cal year I 9L9 is not sufficient to ce~al lvl
maintain aill oIf thle g1rortudC systemIs and equip- Thec Com mission finids tilie DL~car et
Iwenlt (lelpots. I)clCIisC should malke everyý at tni pt tO (IiSp)Ot',

Ill drawing the conclusion to do\vnIsize TEAt), ofacilitysch th1Lsatl iathe cmmunpity ha an hetterc
the Army conside red thle following factors: chancelt ofc recovtiern frommunthe sever aeonomi

reltiMVe AiI IitrvleOf tilie de P)Ot.s, tilie fut11 c I i* effet hat mayoccuri frollwn thle ureaoloigninen

lieavy lorce mix, reduced hudget. workforce skills, of ethe installati on.Lf11\Iqtl
excess ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ O caacty ahiiyofshteptstlacol

modaLte lnew \VOrHLW load lels, thle prLOx[nit) yOf COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
lieC depots to thle heavy f'orces inl thle U-S., and -i olniso id ie_ý)ccayo eesthie rc'sultiiig sav.I ings. ThI omsinhiste ertiyo ~es

did not deviate suhsi anlt ially froml tilie force-
COMMUNITY CONCERNS siIIJLF riacture p lan anhial, 11cr-iteia Theref(:ore, the

Ill ~t~ff 192,Li rcar S15 milion-sttc- Commi ssion rccommenicids; the lof lowing: realmgii

ol -theC-marlIket- 'Conso~ldidated M'aimitenanlce Facil itv dO~eAm epot JF.P~ AD) hy reducing It. to a
C% dj)Otactvity and placing it under thle Coin-

(C'tICdS~giedC~ to ac(ompl ll i lie pr1C I)_~ccI d wand and Control0 of ReCd R\iver Arimy Depot.
\vlieeled vehlicle workloa'd for aill srieopened IX ReCtaini conven~tional am mlun it ion storagc and
at T-oodcl Army D~epot . Ilic commnun it)' clali mlcd tlie- cli ciliiical d e nii lia rizat ionl liiisio ii. 11he

W'liclch ad elt cc eoitr idmthe IIICACI, OIdl 01WMCdI dCp~it workIload Will mIove to ot tier depot ermain
and elatd scolldllyi~clts, he CIF tcnancc activities, including thle prk'altc sector'.

wVOuld t0S ne1 0opport u iiity to operateIL aS, I lie ack.t i\it ics of the depot nlot alssociatcd w\ithi
designed, anld tile o'ovc I'l rn mitn Woutld lose its terna iie iiso ilh aihtd iam

ilivest W lit. erred or eliniminated, its appropriate.



Corti naind/Com vol 1Vhe study identilied technical arcas it) be
emphiasized, dcciliphasi.cd. or eliiiminatd. Areas

Fort Belvoir, Virginia cidetilied 10r climiinatioii are t unne1l dtciiktionl
Cawnv Cuittdnd 111cmteas mrn craf't, lopog.laphic equipmentll

Meksiwi Admnisisanx'e Ccitti fot I' AI.S A v suppor cill pill anld :onlstruLctilonl equI)ipmet
Aftivitics Lotktt'e ini flt' Natliiotil Capifal Reioný0. eAiySiecBorpalrco end

(inmi-t inic Cost: $ 11.3 mil liont the closLUr of thc Bel\-oiir RD EC and d ~spersa1
-n'i ntýs: 10994-99: S 41). 1 milun 01ii o the lJLI-SHIne Maiea thai WCieC riot 1reeOiunienCded

Annummal; , $ 13.4 miulliont for ehlninatioli.
Pamvhiclk' IniitiidiItit The relocatiot- of' the Supply.ý' Briding, 1outer-

Mobility, WVater IPuri licationl and hi cI/I ubricantl
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Busincss Arcais to TARI)EC. is consistent w-ith
RECOMMENDJATION thec conclusions of the Army, ScieceI Boar1d Stu-dy.

Realhiim Fort Belvoir as follows: disestablish the~ I here is a synergyýý between these" fune1ttOns- anid
Belvoit Research, Development, and Engineer- thle mission of huildinrg military vehicles. For

in4 CenterI (BRDFC-), F-ort Beloir, 'VA. Relocate exam pie the Biidging are eure ev
thle Supply, Bridiging., Counter Mobility, Water vehlicles such ats tanlks anld hecavy mobile logis-
Pur-11Cificaio, and1 ILiuel/1-lub.1il'It Business Areas tics to move across decinotintahe bride and
to the Tank Automotive Research, lDeveopmniit, light1 spanIs. Suply~-)), Ful!C Luibricanis and Counter
and Flnoinleeringi Center. (1-1RD11)c), Detroit Mobility also complement the mission of
Arsecnal, Ml. Transfer command and cont i*(l lARDEC. Th reClocation Of the I uel/Lubricant
of theC Phyl)sical Scurllity', Bilttleield l)cCept11 toiuies raa par th D)oD Prei Reiac
Electric Po~ e, Remiote Tline Deetir/em a- has conliviteticed.
izat ion, Envir-onmnic-tal Controls, arid Low Cost/ 1 hec tr-ansfer Of oper'ationlal contrl o theC 1Plivsi-
Low 01b-ser-vahles Business Areas to theC Nighlt cal Security, Battleield Deception, miectic Power1,
'vision lec rOC-0Opt ics Direct orate, (N\"E1)D) of Remo1te MineC Detect WionNecuLt ral izajito ionmxrm
the Communicat ion and E-lectronics Research, menC~tal Coum rols, and( LOW Cost1/L-ow tibservahl)CS
I )evlopmicnt, ant nierig(etr(,dIi:) Business Areas f'rom the Bel~voir RDE-C to the
Fort Bel~voir, 'VA. Nighit \Vi~sionll-c(tr-o-Op~tiCS Directorate11 i,NVIIOa)P

of- the Communication and leet ronics Research,
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION Developmecltit and Etiginleering Cenlter (CLRDF)L,
IilJuly 199L2. the Secretary of the Army, requested aIlso located inl the samei genecral aica of For-t

the Arimy -Scienice 1Boa11d appo)inlt a panelI of 11i11- Bcl vo v, sitpporVts tilie si id y recolin menldationls,
bers and COnISUttans to con1duct a, rev'iew, Ol in1c .. ... - / It, -oa eo
Army Mlaterial Commnitd Re-search, Developuiemict, COMMIUNITY CONCERNS
and f Lngi neeri ng Center- CRDEC) businless phlans.
Specihecall;, the Se-crary, requtested the panel The colinMun it)'1 supported itle disestablishment
dectermiine whiiclh RDEC capabilities the Arm) of teIR CantleeimaioofhernU1el
canl afford. The paiiel based its fi id in gs oh l. Deetin Mater-ias, and S)Upport 1Lqtii fimenlt

ob~cive ssssmntof henus-~onsluictots, Bttshicnss Arecas. H owever, lie cotimuntnit y
busineIss area-s, cuteI' capab11llitis, custmer need10s, assert ccl thle Ma ritic Craft. Topograph ic, anid

an lajlo fields Of tec~litical en~deavor of each Construct ion liquipineit Busimness At eas weme~l
RD)F- P 1C masure~d agai list at least the fo l0oxvilIg :s-scmiiial to nmuali it t i g die Armly's capabilities
criterial to deternine which 1,la1:C capabilities arid readiness atid, thereflore, sliotil tiot be cliil-i-

are ssel t ial ad afordale: at ed. tAcveftmigt this asser-tion wo11(ld ,t estl ill

- releCvance to the Army' Crtstott1irth reteit ton of 5tm,) perIsomitIl au~0lorizt ions.
- a~ldailiV 1-011 01CFSOLNCSThe commntiity also naititamied the telocat ionl

- avail abq il it rm, oi i r0 1t5o th e h Lusi m es s' a reCas fro0 1 I-o rt td VO il 10t
- R& (fuliteDci cuit Atsenial was not c-ost effecive. B)' traits-

- inl-1ouse cost atid effiiicv~lN C Iferrimi comman11d aiid Control0 of theCse busineCss



aicasý to IARPLC. hiut Ic amiii iiem at Flou Ncutrai~aioIti01. liwiro1111itniilaf C.0111t ' (ls 1i-( j\\

Bc lx'oi . tilt: costý 01 llo ixiv rigIlie ic vonulci and C~tfO tsr~ld~Btki ric-ý Avcas ,o th Nighit
a>Miiatcd U-i~ ci tonl costv ~oUld ht: jvoided. \'lsion Elc oOtisDirectorate: (NVliOP of

1 ll; COSt avidanLllýcV011, would pay01o tie retC itliiio thw Colin mun licat ion anld IIc oisRsai
ol ilic pCS1 C soici to ,i al 11f hc ISIIS hustcss lca the Pcvclopntlcnt anld I £n limmg Lc nCr ttlR.iI
,oIItin inn nlvrcckm incnd~cdI r-ctaminil I ott Bclvoii, VA.

Addit ioallvl., thc communliity hclclived tlie Poe oa col
propiosed alk ligrimicvi cost wais 5'2(. 2 niiiihonl,
not theC 511.3 111tl millio ctiatcdi by thle Atiin.I Presidio of Monterey/Presidio

COMMISSION FINDINGS of Monterey Annex, California

l-1tC (:onFi ision-,0I foun11d thle SCL-01cctaV'S Iplan for- A(fcNtoiy 1110('tSt'Wld ý(110 ol~vttt CI~
tlw discsablishmlcnlt ol- tlic ltlQl . ineltidrigl
lhc citnimn1-attoti of tilt NI'latiin Lralt, C0InStr-UC- (liti--tittt Cost: S 3.4 tuilioti

111 C11II)II io 1 ipcttaLId 1_0 opograph1C iclli.t1i piiClt Scmnitis: 1UUU-9UU: S 74.) m iillnit
Busincss Arcals was rcasotiahli alnd w\ould Annuavil: S 1 5.7 mitllioni
cliilminatC dup111Clctionl of1 /lori 1 bohwithlin thcilesti nttcht
Armyv anid aogthe Sciviccs. 11w Aimv wvould
ICtainl Its acqui1sitionl Ccapa)bility_ anld wouLld icly ARMY RECOMMENDATION TO THE
on Commcrcial cvi tcrpriscs for th 1w ct nat dcvciopl- SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

CloseC tiI PicSýdiok o1 Nlon~tCICN (PON 71rId tile
Ih Comm1ission1 'AlSO found thc Arm\'s butI g- Presidio of, Montceicy A 111w 1 of Fort Oltd).

termresa ci ti~cif iiieiii u~lCog I IC 115 Rc[Locatc tiele Pftuse IIC 1-11,011ge Instilite jtC
ci bit \Wotld lNe betL' met ClrVClli cl bea0.t tOri 01 ilnd con~t1fact thle foreignl- LM)In.ua c trainingll with
situillt actkincit ics at ct oit Av-c\il s \u1 1N . a pritlic un11ivesity whiich muist lie able o 1ii, ovide

The colinmulriity's Cost estimate appleared to this trainming at or- rICarI Fort If riachucal, AZ. ThIis
inlclude all new\ consýtrIuction, wticlih WOrild teCo)III me Cltdation is conlt ingcvit thoul tilhe
dramatically litw ease Bolls Cstlilnate. Thle DoD) succcssfuLl Icm a o of at conraclt 1)) Oct oIle
planl wais hosedCc kti wictovat [iol of curtent lvl ex\ist- q fagree micit ca.n rot lcie mt, DLI- will
ill"aMid cACi ant facilit tes at the Det roit Arsciall emamin at th Prcsidio of Nloiitctcv. Thc Arn-iv,

would then evaut 01)ti1',n \\fhit-b1 mig] it leaid
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION to another0 li~huslk tilte C.1I IllU Cvmissioti.

In C o lm leris e 1 1I Id riot d e v at s u illn iLf ft o n t1 -1-1V (

force-st rIttlct nrc l lilatI ad Ii ml tit crI~ia.' 1 CIn Frkit The Dlcfst:s I atuguage Inst tc nine curret ly has a
thet Coin tulissiotlicrcollunenids tlie lo1 fowil': stnalft avid st udetut liolitlat iou1 of, over -+000
raign 11,11 oI 01 fvt r)I01 as follows: disest mhiki tl tile Iesiil[i Il;intitute off1crs' t rain itilg in over-
IelCvoi t Res.earch, Beveloplimel it and I 1"lceil _2( hlanguageýs (,'g Rusiti somalii S\\luli
Center BRf'IVC) . 1ort Beivoir., \ A. Flu li kracUll~itiiat iV I lvvrit has al Ill AI opriam tig

tithe '.1 nIrilcteio. atrlMt i iC110. i miit, overhead iii both kacilitics and stalf . A i-ew

lofogiIIii )lHvui1iiieii (CotiStI11 I LIP 11t 1 i1approch to the opcrat ionl of thle Inst itLutC shoul.d
mercit tiull Sutpolot I wuiptiient Bunsiness Arcals. h 11 c ;iklsl ICd.

Rlcteilie S1)JtmiViBidig (on rite VI olu0illit cit aiug titit i ia

Areas; to thle lanlk Ant lloitiotVe Researchl Beve.l- signi iicin savil risin1i.tt ota 1ivchad, 1iotI
olituietI du- liillett (ne lAB inrst vuctors (Iuiat-y of, vhoml nIav alicady lie

Detroit Arsetuaf , Nil I. 15C lr1111tusfe( i on i 1i1a d onl staffl al t ail unvers'it\O ai"d III adn t'l Iis ta ion 01.
cord rol of thle lfuvsicoIl Securit v Baittile ie Id Ilic high base opetat oItis Coist ill the PIesidio of
I iCCep~t1I ion.lIlctltic PoNvc i kctulime NIitlic B~lxcct iotV NlLI it CIreV Would lie avidedLIC



Chapter I

FORtt IWIlIUaClua is 111C h1011c of ti1e Army lntclli-~ om C 1111i ty argued1C( thle recomme r~ildat ion was
g~cncc school. Miilitary mincihigcnice ha s thle hi rge'csi illegal. 11wi commuri t111)' a gue~d I-01- II naMChca
requi rement for linguistIs in all Ser Ivices'. I11w had limniited waterl recsouAleecs, Which N\cic inl
foreigni langtuage skill is most oh enl used to lit igat 1ion, i nulljllicin hou11sing, anld o01crin0ra
inte-raet with allies and benevc understand locigecn st tucture- problems.
1fliIitav\ capability and inteiniions. 1 .oeatinrg miii- The t.0 oiniiiunit)' (juet Icd101C the FLitiversit\O

arv'N parsmiiric oii Fort Iftuach uca provides Aioappsl onigotn oksac
advantlages to both thle sold ier and the Aruiy. Arzn rpsionhl 'utowrkutc
F irst, it ntiabies tile Armiy ito care f-or tlie needs menC~t hald i)Cen pr.0dovide by tile Army. anmd a
of' the Soldiers (luring their' for11mat e 11anlg competitive proeess had1( not been performled.
It enisures "Soldierizar ionl wh'lich is a11iicl wh actunal Cost of thec proposal would ble mucue
Lactor fin thle deve lopiment of all mi lit ary hihri lI\eerpiae yteUivrIt.
petscneld. Hinally, it will enlable tile Armiy to The corn runnitv miai ntained the Presidio of'
in~tegrate thle -studenC~ts inlto tle mli~ltary intelhi- Mvonterey Annex vas oversize(l. SpecilIi elily, thle
gei1cC conlcept during, their training . DLI required Only 803 houising units oii thle

Army students inl thle human intelligence field Annex, the post cýxchiaige arid comlmissary.- Tile
are currently assigned to Fort 1 luiachliuCa M tiencaindier Of thle Annex couid Ile exeessed.

cud f teirforignlaiguag trinig. olders Additionially, thle community disputed the base
can attend the Basic Non1-comm11iss'ioned Officer oprtoscssfrte.rsdoo otry
Couirse (BNCC)C artd continue wvithi advanced arunaeisodacbseprtosogn-

lanliac taim. ig l- Ittildth Adancd Nn- zation betwcen the Naval Postgraduate School
lagaetanngottedtedacdNn aiid thet Defense L-aiiguagec Institute wvould greatly

commissioned Offihccer-s Co.urse and thein rcdte 1o- rdcirr tertnino

coiiu WtI nerielac agig tann. Dl-l at the Presidio of on11terecy.
Iihis wvould save travel and per diciti cost's.

Ani agreemen of this kind is Aot unique. For cx- COMMISSION FINDINGS
amil, thle U~niversity of Virginhia at Charlottesville Thle Commission eoii firmed t lie i illport alie ol

is the location of thle I rdge Advocate GJeneral the DLIJO tiilie natilonail intlltic,eICC effort. The
School aiid the Utniversii' Of Sriacusc spocmsolis Dli- ha's thle p-liremier laigigtage rainutigl curricu-
thý: Ariii Comptroller gradnaMic eduIcationl prograiit1. In iii ii th on n h omu s

I lie Army', as Excuttive Agenit for tile Defense--, believed a disruption1 caused lh\ its mlovenieni
Language Programi. will ensure t hat dic samel \voulAd not0 be Ill thle liest intere-sts of' natiomia
high evl ofVC tranin currentlyq taught111 aIII t DlI- seen nt v. II ow ever, thle Commlilissionl fouiid
wvill contminue. Thiey will eoiitmineu to servec as teaulrtunonivstmctfrthrcont-
thc. hia aut"hority anld provide qup"ahtativc mrida"Ltior depenlded On ext aordill-ary ae
alSSCSSHICit of' f'Oreigmi hlaUiguag t rinitig ac i1vi- operaion01s costs, CailiSedI iii large 1iart by aii
ties. Inl addit ion thley- will also coiilduct researchi oversized supp)IOrt1 faCi111l t the Preslidio Of
arid eIaCuat iomIi 0 1on traininlg development11 M0onterey Annex UWOn ýrdV. It \v'Is apparenlt
iiiet h(Od oogics, i lisICt ctioimal met hIodOologis mlore e fficielitt methods Of base-operationis
arid tcelmiqucs.,, comipul er-based 1 rammimug Coim- suppor were no1WCF IA0t Cxioe spNfial a Ic0V IS1 ILomi -

r)~l aIssisted( inlStruction, arido etbihOr soli~at ion wvithi tile N aval Postgraduate School
approve standards Or criteria for I amigimage alIso located iii Monterey. Ill add it1iou , otherl
rainimlig an1d 1~OirovId various tests arid eva1luation al~tern~atives have no0t i)Cen expIated.L suAch as,, a

lirIOCCeltINrS. Coll)imcricial -act ivit ies conltraict \\vitll tilie local
conmmtnitics for iase-operatiots suipport.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

Thecomuit agud llvelili O tleDcelse COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

I ammgnagc Inst itute poscd a serious t hreat to 1The Comminissioni finlds thle 'Sectetaml). of Defenise
naitioial sel mt d ri i tg al t ri iii tilt riOts ptl'rm~ Of dcvi ated SU)st aii t ial l h'oii tilie florce-st muCt u ic
imit at i oral affairs5. SI~ince the Arm) tievei r llan and final criterion 4. VIhmemeore., tilme COiM-
conducted a coritnicicial-act iviti~cs sutd)' biefore 1miiiSsio1i iCconImeIdIIIs tilie followi011' hg tai i tile
reeomiimiicnd ing contract langluage trainling, tilie Presidio of- Niomiterey bit dispýIose Of ill1 facilities

I-I



I tiliptr I

at ilic Prcsid io of NI onicicy Animc~x cxccpt tie ic hadciaiter cil C n aitloin ia I-s cnii nced is i
hotosino C0i1111i,1NChl caie lacility. and post provides thi bcest availahle iocali ou icesr
Cchjcltaui rcuirc osuppIO Ii the ]cSi dit iOol to cxcrcisc the coiinmand anid cord ml mlissionl
Nionte cv and N oval Post Graid ntmc School. OVCr all II leic-Scr\.C unitS 'viti i i its ar1Cil of'
COnSolidatc basc-opcrat ions support w\ith thc rc~sponsihiiity. Thc-sc r-casonls arc as lol lo\\:
N oval Post 0IC aduac SchIool by in icsc rvicc ()Svlyfivc pci-ccni of [lie rcsci-vc ui tits
support arclcntcnt. Thlc Dcpartinncnit of- Dlcfcnsc aecct- )5ac fys oii i
wvill cvalulatc \\vhCtliIcr conltiractcd Basc-opcationls vaeloteontw\ctost
suppor-t w\ill prov'ide taving~s for thc Presidio ivaelctdolteMCtCat
of Ni onicicv. The Conini ssi on Finds this (h) The principal ports oi dcbarkaion0I
r-ccomnlicnldtion is Consistent with tiw f-orcc- for tlic Wcst Coast are ;cattlIc, Oakland,
st ruetUC 1urc 1 plan1ad ['1na l citcr'ial an1d I-ong" icach;

CIhaagcs to Pivvious1)' Approw'd BRAC ýc) The W\est Coast is prtime jcriptury for

88/9 RecmmetdatitisIt is) tIIc areal withi the B ighcst pvoh'ahi Iitv

Presidio of San Francisco, California of natural disastcr and i's an arcal xhcrc
suhstant ial d rn~g-enfIorccrnIcnt missionsIS ar C

Caotc',auV': CottiloIlid 011d COOon l taigplacc;
M issioni: C~ooidliiiot e anud Providesý Base (d) Ti micli ncs-s/lOcat ioal is the cirit ical

ojw idiitmý ii5 pi1oit for Sixt I U.S. Aimi 'cccttatna caac Occsfo

(bic-titit Cost: Nom,
Stiviiis tJ5I94-199.: S -35.9 miillioni (COst) fiue

Animal: S -(,. niillioni (Cost) Additionallty, ic ccn cxpcriinccs w\ithl Opcration
vI 'ctvbcik.. Never Pescrl Sliicldl"CSICrt Sitn11, naturl d iAs s anld

civil diSiUIbanCC-s hoec p-oinltcd out thc nIccd to
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE kCCp) teC licadquar'cr-s Onl tlc \'Vcst Coa-st.
RECOMMENDATION

Clioni0C thy rCCO1'1Incndat01 ion1o thc P]8 DODl COMMUNITY CONCERNS
ae eaigniiicniit nd Closure (BPAC) Commtis- TI Counlll~itinii cont[cndCd moving to NASA

stanI r'cgai ng(j~1 t he Presidio0 of _Sa11i 1_ IratCiscO, aS Atucs did not achicve amy cost savings. Comn-
follows: rclocate I icadeillarterfs, SiXtl i .S. Anily nu tyrj ecta vsage 1 t i~a
front Prcsidio Sanw Francisco ito NIASA Anmcs, CA, 011erattneg Costs to locatc ()th Armly I icadoc'aarters
insicald of Io F ort Carson, Co. as originally. at NASA Attis Or the Prcsidio wc~rc_ smill'ar. Thic
ap1~j)rOVed hV th D feIse)'; ScL'rI'tXirt B l\C tolinmitimitv al1so statwd thc s;ixih Arim xvoild

Coiitissoniii198.IiaVC to tIiLuve tx10' - fir-st into) tenIipOra1V, thenl

SECRTAR OFI)E ENL jLJSIFICATON in to e i-rnl~anciiu foci lit ics - (ilc to rcnovatioil
SECETAY O DEENSIJISTIICAIO Crer1uirnicItS at NASA\ tnmes. Thle r-ccluircleltct

Vie0 88 DO0 D BRTAG Commission rccoimcendalII 0lC01 tthmoes lir1i1idcs aditV astonal Biddet Acsts
Closinig t lie Prc-ýid io Of Sall iraticisco. A~s a diiadi oii*) th coi innlbl 'i tasscy rI N ASA Amucs
reCsult1 of' this1 closu-re, the Arm\- ideiit ilicd Fort NSci idnohave ava11 IL1'ilale- i ilt hosn I lotiSL100

~asCO. a's lie reCCLivel Of tI lil th Ari IVV Bacwiefaiivhusn t) c rsdoo
if ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ '1 ca1 anes Stc le ic19 Bs anFacisco is plentifu.1U Well Built, andC CCO-

I leasuarc Com cis.si oii ll re thie id9d seealc tioni cal to 1maintainl.

ci osu rcS anld r.cillignnIictS InlGl (710i loin ia that did COMMISSION FINDINGS
not hlave the Ca'Iacity to) reýceive 11.tict1S ion 1o
I)Iiic I rsn Ill i th ile 16988 ]iIrocSS. DIIFring its The Gout m1issi~l oti foud the Coivintan11d an.d

japait vaalylsis, the Arivm idetitlilLcd availahfc coliti il Si xt Bli5 A1rtiiv cxc iciscs over itsý
spiicc at N ASA Alinc S tfornicilv Naval Alir Resrv Co iipoit for-ceS is rcgiolal . niot site
Staltionl Nb fetti Whlich could aep the Otli Ariy1 specitic, eiiconipasses t\\vclvc, state's. atnd has niot
I I cadtuartc s. A,; part of Its atial y\SiS, tim Arm chngd roi t~le 198I8 sýtijClt c ll iIsion., TIe JCor C1-

dc~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~I)SI1 tniiidthinliavvlcofrtiti gik iisi-otinutd 58 percent of the Re'se ryc uniiits
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cha1)tei I

anld 59 p'reent of the Reset y personnel Sixth remain at the Pi-csidio of' San Frianci-co, CA.
.. Armly stpci-vi~cS were located] inl the threce The Department of 1Interior and the Departmenclt

\\est Coa"t states. %California contains 38 pci-cent of the Army should negotiatc a lease favorable
of the Reser-vL unIts at 38 purcni-t of- the to both depart menclts 1for thle eurrent Licilitics-
Reserve per-Souncil. Because of thle dispersion of occupied by) Sixth I.I.S. Army li cadquartcrs and
the Reserive Componlent lunits withinl Sixth Us.S. famlily' hous-'in, at the Prcsid io cof San Francisco
ArAmys regionl, the (.omnn1SSion1 foun1d comn)inlt- necessary to aceommodate the he adquarters
ni1catiol :1nd( tr-aVel capability' Were the foremost memibers. If' agreemencit cannot be reached,
1':qu iremcn is in determinim; its locationl. the Commissioi- expccts, thec Army !o) make a

The 114988 Defense Secretary's Comision Oi suh)seCtenC~t rCcommeinc-dation to the I 995 Coin-

Base Realignmentil and Closure rccommllendeid mtlsstonl for1 the reClocationl or Sixth- U.S. Army

the Sixth t.S.. Army move to Fort Carson, CO, I leadquairters. The Commission f'urther recoin-
to pacetheheaquaterson mutimssin mnds, the Defenise Commnissary Agecyi) andi the

to aplaceth ion o lut ofa oi igo-ot area. T hesso Army and Air Force Exchange System deter-
proposed altIno t of 1a 8 D(go D BreaG Ile Mine th omsavadechange recquiremients

popwdchiange i)the the8 coimssrN and
Com mission reconin m sncat ion would keep to suppor t Sixth U.S. Army' Headquarters based

the ,ýxh US. Anivin hig cot aea- on sound business decisions. The Coinmission
he ~x h S Ar \ ina ighcot aea finlds tbis i commendi~l~ationI is conIsistent With

however. the Army felt oper-ational necessity the f".n re-si ruetL ure plan and final criteria.
out wighen1c tile inLAcrased steadv-state- c-ost.
1 ftc Army felt st ~tying In California would Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois
eilmiace ftce Six,\:h Army's ahility to exer-cise al,~V onoivoilc

minmian d andc control 'of all Reserve units ie)vConl(if'Oicnd
withinl Its area of respons~ibility. Mission: I'nditntiiiii

(nth-time Cosi: S -44.1 million (Sav'ins)
The1 Gout11SS1 1iss1n fo1d there was' veryV little Suni ugs: 1994-99:- 5 75.4 niillion
di i erence: In thle ope ratig Costs of staying at A nnual: S 1.0 million
tho' PresiCftO Ol'amISii 1iriclC0 Uor mov\ing to N ASA Pet b'hck: fill mccdiatt
A mes. anmd costi ~md t urhulence could he avoidedc
by niot mlovinig. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

T1 Co-1so on heSceayo h RECOMMLNDATION

interior supports the Sixth U.S. Army rem~lainl- Change thle recomme ndm~ationl of the 19
i'gq at tilie Pres"idio of San I :riikis(c'o as a tenant Gomn 1-iSSion1 reCgardinlg Rock Island Arsenal, IL,

of : he National Park Ser-vice. The Coni miission as, fol lows: instead of selclnd -inic the ateriel
founid thec Secoretary of the I ilterior has stated Imanagclement fun1-ct ions of U.S. Army Armamntci,

,hý ',~wo-fl <---woicprecpared to ,. ..e.... Ntnons, and Chemnical Gomntand (ANICGCtOl
mieg11 at ins n tloeterms of at lease: ai-rancge- to Redstone Ar~senal , AL,. as recommecnded- by)

ment11 and cIIliornmnsupr costs. I lic Seccrtary thle I 1 I9 Bjase ClosureC Comm~lis, sion , reCorgtaie:
Of the I ite nor also statedI thle Park Service is tllesc functions under lank Automotive Coim-
prepared to realch anl equitable leasing arrange- miand (A M)with the [unoti ios remiaining9
tIile nt t1fiat would he coilj) petitIV iewith otherI in place at R\ock I slanid Arsenial, IL.
lessors III thear.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
COMMNISSION RECOMMENDATIONUne h oliltsn" rcm ndinil

I it: Coinin issi on rids t lie Secreta yi of IX' te ise: 199 1 i, I e miate riei ulngm itmuict ionls I
(k'viatced suhst iaim it il f row. fnal en t eriia 2 and A NICCC) N's armament and dicni~cal fuiict ions
4. 1 ie refoiC, the (o in miss';11Ion rJecIs thle were to be t ransfer-reel to RcIs imie A rsenlal for-
SeCCICIV etiiA5 recomiri.dai.ion onl theC Iresidcli of mecrger with U.S. Army NI issi le Co mmand

S1 i'aletc Isco aucd iIilStcad adopt s thle f01ol lwirg (NI ICONI . '10I inc rg4Cr \vOUlc have created ,t

rCcoiii lilti1lat itoIII: the 1 988 DOD BRZAGCo a'1- neC\V coin illodit y com imanel to he cal led t ie
ii s Iof teco11illellat ion wl \I be changed to NI issile. Armament, and Ch emilical Goill land

al lou only] thle Sixth Ui1.S. Army I leadlqkart ei. to (NI AGCCION't. iii is mergecr allowed oli te noitoaa
invenitory control ptin- (NICf) to he clinuitiatcl.



Cliaptcr 1

Iii December192 the Coinmander of Armi) Netention of this activity at Rock island Arsenal,
Materiel Command (AMC-) directcdilich comn- ats a su~hordinatc cleienct of thec TACOM N IC1P,
nianld s Core Collipetency Advocaics (Logistics avoids the expenise of building niew hlciimis at,
Power Proj cc mon, Acquisitioln ll-xecllrcncc, and relocating over 1,000 emiployees to, Redstone
Technology 6enet atiOni) reviewV thle creationl Arsenal.
01 MALLOM to see it' there was a nio.L c ost-
clffect i\'e option to realignl Redstone Arsenial. COMMUNITY CONCERNS
1These competency advocates recommendedcl TeHnsiic L 0111111) ~lVdtl
thle AM CCOM's mlateriel ImaneM entlli frtnr-tions iheon for uns.mlii, AL comimumnit eivd themia
should remlain in place O'S a sabse ml of the NlCl1 raeason fo movnage teamment andton cr hemicmal
ait TACOM. A closer alignm ent exis; s between matenel, management1S juncion irom tale A rm11a-
thle a rmanmenCt S an ul chassis 11.11i01t Lhl (MCCnt I , nt Ronksland Arseinial,1. Cond con-
between am-niamen1clts and miýssiles, making thle (ACO)aRokildAsclI.arden

reorganization~ ~ ndrACMmrhe fiil solidat ing them witi It 1-c N ICiP at Redstone
anld Cost Cliect~ive for teAm:Arsenal, AL-, wereC just as coimipelling todlay as

tbc rmy:tile) were whlenl reconinlendediic by the 1991
-AMCCOM llerrlrinis ap~jircXitiiatelV fclicrise Base Clo-sure and Realignmenclt Coinl-
"550 million and 500 wokyar c iss;ion. The H untsv'ille commuitnity claimled thle
linik Autoimotiye Corntmand's researc-h projlected savinlgs 1irom1 tile 1991 Coimmlission

aiddvlp cl lir o prdt ecominliLeidt ionl were- still val idl there lore,
only S9 million anld 90 workycars for leavinig thle materiel management Ittilet11- killsa
Misýsile command - Rock island Arsenal would inot take adivanltage

-AMCCOM receives S29 million from, of those savings.
'I AC (L vI cr'cis, S0. I miliIlion from lviiCOM
10]- SuIS1,aiii1Mllii COMMISSION FINDINGS

-AMCCOM and TVACOM oi iitly produce Thei Commission- lottnd all commodity-ormieted
all tanlks, ilowit zers, antIl i - ' vli ides. ijust allations wvere trealedc equally.- The Loin imls-
AMCCONM' and NRIi IC 'i:lti) 51 oil deterined111~ thle compll Ii ng11 argu IetitC

prcdtc I anlepn oStIr tille redlirect ci tile I1991 Comminissionl recoilli-
-AMCCOM' and TACOM tISe Co1i111ot1 mendlation was dlue to olleratiotlal coilsitlerati~ols
cotitrac-tors adl till iversitics. and tlhe LU.S. Army lviateriel Commanad (ANIC)

-A NICCOMN and ]ACt)NI1 j ci uty hlcd, anlalNvsis that flotilld thiat dI i i1l~latlrd ul01aiag-
Mranlage, anld sttstmln erlitn 1110 weaponl nlelt fut I'UC01 onsC( 11e01 more c-csl alhgilet With

systems, ~~tile Tanlk Actiooil~t ie Commn ilid (-iACOI)M).
-!V ,l Ii~ CC/i n ,umji share c-oliu ii111 Ihe Loll Mi 01 i sonfUnld theC Cil'nsoi ida'i 1il ill

ibtsiilic'5 pract ices. ill Veiti or)- conltrol poi1i11s woulid )'ic'd Cost CfI-

-CULMls have their hr1 edMit0 rol se cr an liei-cldri~t1 i 91C111li5i1112111
- iii lie elliee -1111 rcoi mendat ionl and t i e 1993 sec-ic; a i of Dcefense

cxtl isivc joiiat imcgateitioll , as AM CCONI cor1 W011cloweerti~le olid iii-C i1siol-lIoticiod aip'

011(1 "IACIOM dot now. NI issi les have t lichIa _ WCV ,tIIC('1111'11 0dl ll~c

senJSOFIs alid~ file colt~iril ill t11e tliiisleC 'meiltiligý tins re-CCmilm1cl~idittioll would avruid

aill aMe casterf 1 to 0.11 ('1 a V-Ch1I, aplploxiillitcly $70 mnillionl ill mliitary conlsri rc--
a~ I I(7C a~d I~tjNl io ow.tice' 11t1id lti)(Iil' IIIo,'jitig Cost,, whIile iilcurrIillg
as MIOM ad I COM to 1mv.no additionial costs,.g

l'I l ie A ili) , i cliic vcs t h e' trl'I'a llv 'li t/e lic tilii'a l - OMiate vic II -:lllaqCiitellt Itileiis[01ý call he' il) CONMMISSION RECoMMEN DAT!O

icxoratcd. here, isd llrr'ir'tlcc slot ge tograhi 1im 11L01IlllISS11 iiil inn thle Scretor)I_' (idlicleilsC
dispersiomini '11It irittins lile tJS.HC c1ii -,~lj( did-1 mlrt tieviac snlmtailtialby 110111l tile irirc-

ilinliet~rls.Ilcc-roiie IraliililrlMI~ i~ SMtrtictc planl andc limmal crud ai. lliercle'rc, tihe
rttVtetll) periroilmed at mmcc. scpmmmmlr site's. ('oilll11si10ti Fccdriillicilk ther Io10Wlltwilg itlsACan

ni Sr-liiliig thle mulatmici miianlapciloctit Ionitioills



Chapter I

o~f U.S-. Army Armament, Munitions and Chemnical capabilities needcd to support mission require-
Command (AMCCOM) tO RCCdstonc Arsenal, AL, ments Or resulted in a lower military value f'or
aIS rCcommendedI&C by th11 19] 1Base Closure Conm- this group ol activities.
m1ission1, reCorgan1ize these funIctions undert T1ank
AutIomIotiveC Command (TACOM) widh the fu~nc- COMMUNITY CONCERNS
lions remaining in place at Rock Island Arsenal, IL. The1 commilunity's con1Cers centered on1 Charleston

Naval Shipyard's military value ranking by
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY tile Nav'y. It pointed out that Charleston

Shipardsranked higher in Military v'alue than did NSY
ShipyardsPortsmouth and NSY Pecarl H-arbor. M orcover,

Charleston Naval Shipyard, the comymunity' arguedl that thle Navy under-csti-
Sout Carlinamated NSV Cha-rleston's military value because
Sout Carlinait failed to considecr Charleston's ability to

Calegot y; Naval S hip yavd dry-dock four SSN -688 cla-ss submarines and
k.il:Rf'pair, MN'ai lriciatiir, it's ability to perform oftl-site, shorl-dut'at ionl work

andc Oveihulonf Navy Ships On nuclear- ships. The community also criticized
One-time Cost: $1259.5 million the Navy's capacity analysis. It believed the Navy"s
.Savings: 1994-.9): $ .348.4 mUinno analysis did not accurately reflect Charleston's

An uii l: 5$ 90.9 miillion nuclear capacity.
11'ayhak: 3 ycn is FII-rtermoCI-10, thle Charleston1 comunt111ity m1-ain 1-

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE tawinec the Nav'y' did not consistenItly seek to

RECOMMENDATION maximize military value and minimimze excess
capaity For cxamjiiC, th1C comm11unity' ar-glUed

Close the Naval Shipyard (NSY) Charfeswon that closing Mare Island and Norfolk N aval
Shipyards would leave mlilitary v.alue un1chan,1ged,

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION but wvould leave less excess capacity thian
NSY haresto's apaity s ecessto hat Would be left by' thle closures Of Mate lshinld

N S Carestn' cpaIt secs ota and Charleston Naval Shipyards. In another
IrCquiLC re 0 tosttppIort thle 11Ii ) tibe ofship)s inl theC scelario, thle conimlunity' stated that closing
IDol') Foice Structure Plan. Ar- analysis of naval MareC 1slanld andI l'ortsinouth Navil Sbhipyairds
Shipyard capacity Was p1cljrfo'iuec with a goal of \vOUld yIeld a hligherl m1ilitary' Value than that
redL uci ng exceýsscait to thle inaximu nrdue bytecoursonlreIln n
extenIt possibl while Ill(i ninigteO\!erall prdedbthclses[MreIan ad
military' valueW of the recmaining shipy'ards. T he Calso aa ~ii'rs
closure of NSy dhariestonl, whenl Combined Witli COMMISSION FINDJINGS
the rccoini'nICIIdd( closrI ic of NSY Mlare Island,
Cal 10Ifornia, reCsults inl the nIlaXiinmL1 redcLItionl The Commission, in view of the considerable
of excess Capacity', and its Workload canl readily c.exce:ss of shipyard capacity, found that redcucing
he abs>orbed hy tilie re 111iii irg, yard(s. T lie elimni- cxcess capacity wais ai pimiary coiisidc ration. In
natiionl Of anlother s hiij)yaRl p rfIornliiiig nu-lclar 1light o1 thle sub:jecLt i\'e nat- ore ofiti ile Mitary)'
work wvould rcdttCC th' ts c)apablity' ht'low s'altie dete rninai ion, theC Comm11issionl chose to
ieC 111iniiiiinii c1)apCity' rI-jrIircd to stIppIoi-t thilS v'iew\ Ilimlitry vaIle pre~sented hy the Navy

critical area. The 1Clit C Ii-c (if N SY Charleston, inl as a gross, ratlicl r t fai a precise, Udiscrimiiinat or.
colinbinat ion Wilit Mare Isfland NINSY, allows thle At, such, tile Comm11ission sough't to Clillin mat e
climiiiiai fil of a greatecr ainotiit ofI excess a.- iinuel exce-ss capacity' as possible.
cap~acity whICile aililiai fling thle o\'e all Value Of I) he nicasurement of sliipyard capacity is not
the reimiaininrg shi pya~rdls at at h1igher mlilitary' val tic anl exact science, t1or Is it an ea"y' task. TI t
heT vel la i fiat of tIl te eIreii(i. LeOliiigUIi h ii(i Corn m1i-sionl (I'cviWCtl a )Iii umcr 01 lxý Atsiyr

Oapacity 13CS 01low CI idi req ti i (edtosit] fIf-h rtIcc capacity si tdies aiil deerinedIIII~ that i111C capalcity'

appii ved for-ce levels, climiii iacd spci2Uic studyl' stbubmtted by', tlie Navy' lot base closureC
was aii acceptable inidicator o! Shiipy'ar'd caplacity'.



Chapter 1

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION of a greater amount of excess capacity while
maintaining the overall value of the remaining

Vhc Commission linds the Secretary of Defense shipyards at a higher military value level than
deviated substantially from criterion 1. Therenrc, that of the current configuration of shipyards.
the Commission rejccts the Secretary of Defenses Other options either reduced capacity )below that
rccoimiiendation on Charleston and recommends required to support the approved force levels,
the following: close Naval Shipyard Charleston, eliminated specific capabilities needed to
but maintain the option for the 1993 Defense Support mission requirements or resulted in a
Base Closure and Realignment Commission later lower militar-y valuc for this group of activities.
to reconmmend retention of Charleston Naval
Shipyard facilities deemed necessary to establish COMMUNITY CONCERNS
or supl)ort Naval commands that are retained,
realigned to, or relocated to Charleston, South TI-he community claimed the Nav)'s military value
Carolina. The Commission finds this recommen- calculation did not consider Mare Island's unique
dawton is consistent with the force-structure plan capabilities. For example, the community' stated
and final criteria. Mare Island had the Navy's only submarine

construction capability and the only attack
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, California submariine refueling capability on the West Coast.
Calcgo ,: Naval ŽShipyard The community felt the Navy's data call on
Mission. Rcpair, Maintenance, arid OvCrhaul capacity was confusing; it believed the data

of Navy Ships call may' have oveistated Mare Island's capacity
One-limc Co,,t: $ 397.8 million relative to those of other shipyards. The comn-
Savings: 1994-99: $ 544.3 million munity also said the Navy credited the Long

Anntal: $ 206.7 million Beach Naval Shipyard with a nuclear ship repair
l-y bac,.-4 Vcats capalbility that it doe's not hav.e. Consequently,

the community argued Marc Island should
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE have been ranked third, r-ot seventh, in the Navy's
RECOMMENDATION shipyard category.

Close the Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). The community also argued the cost and impact
Pclocate the Combat Systems Technical Schools of moving Mare Island's ocean engineering
Command activity to D)am Neck, Virginia. capability was not adequately addressed By' the
Relocate one submarine to the Naval Subma- Navy. It stated that Mare Island has unique
rine Base, Bangor, Washington. Family' housing nuclear cleanup costs that wid only bc required
located at Mare Island NSY will be retained as if the base is closed.
necessary to support Naval Vv'capons Station

Concord. L[ •,. CO INU S NON 1"ý II. ~ ~J

SECRETARY OF I)EFENSEJUSTIFICATION I he Commnnission, in- \'iew of the considerable
excess of shipyard capacity, found that reducing

The capacity' of the Marc Island NSY is exccss excess capacity was a primary consideration. In
to that Iequirfid to support the rediiccd numbcr light of the subjective nalutr of the military'
of ships iC ecctcd in the DoD) Force Structure value determiration, the Commission chose to
Plan. An analysis of naval shipyard capacity was viev the iniltary v'auIe prcsented by the Navy
pcrlormcd with a goal of reducing excess as a gross, rather than a precise, discrimilator.
capacity' to the maxinirIum exteti i possible while As such, the Commission sotIght to eliminate
maintaining the overall military \'alue of the as nMuch excess capacity as possible.
irClaaiilllng shilif,'ardlk. Mare Island has the lhe meattielc ment of shipyar capacity is not
low'st m ifiiary \'valie of those ship)'ards an c'xac, science, nor is it an easy !ask. The
stalnl oreailyg the Pacilic byIcct, and its criglyaad Commission reviewed a numbehr of past ship-
C hllie pcadel) I a isorged by the '-c;nainigc he afd capacity' stlridC Is and determmied that the
'h:los ) ossss highlaen Nilitary VciLntC. ioC capacity siudy' submitted by the Navy' for
wr1t oMarc iicanid NSY, in comnation b.ase clostire was an1l acceptablc indicator of
with tIe Charleston NSY, allows the cli'nation shipyard capacity.

I -Io0



Chapter I

When relocating a function from a closing supporting the Pacific Fleet, it has the lowest
shipyard, the Navy should determine the avail- military value, has no cxpansion, possibilities, is
ability of the required capability from another the subject of serious encroachernct and land
DoD entity or the private sector prior to the use problems, and has many (c its training
"expenditure of resources to recreate the capa- evolutions conducted over piivate property.
bility at another shipyard. The redistribution of aviation asscts allows the

Thc Department of DefeneC and the United States relocation of Marine Corps fixed wing and

geovernment hear the obligation for all environ- helicopter assets to the NAS Miramar, in a manner
mental restoration costs, regardless of whether which both eliminates excess capacity and avoids
a military installation is closed arid therefore, the constructitr of a new aviation facility at
should not he considered as part of the core, Marine Corps Air.-Ground Combat Center, 29close a base. Palms, California. In an associated action thesquadrons and related activities at NAS Miramar

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS will move to NAS Lernoore in order to make
room for the relocation of the MCAS El Toro

The Commission finds the SecIetary of Defense squadrons. This closure results in a new con
did not deviate substantially from the force- figuration of Naval and Marine Corps air
structure plan and final criteria, and therefore, stations having an increased average military
the Commission recommends the following: close value when compared to the current mix of
Marc Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). Relocate the air stations in the Pacific Fleet. Finally the
Combat Systems Technical Schools Command Department of the Navy will dispose of the land
activity to Darn Neck, Virginia. Relocate one and facilities at MCAS El Toro and an), proceeds
submarine to the Naval Submarine Base, Bangor, will be used to defray base closure expenses.
Washington. Family housing located at Mare
Island NSY will be retained as necessary to COMMUNITY CONCERNS
support Naval Weapons Station Concord. The community expressed concern the closure

Operational Air Stations of MCAS Ll Toro would have a significantly
adverse economic impact on an area already

Marine Corps Air Station affected by other defense cutbacks. It also

El Tbro, California argued that the Navy's military value ranking of
MCAS El Toro was too 'ow and that the rank-

Catugor!: Opratlional Air Statior ing did not reflect the quality performance
Mission: Stipport Aviation Operations of the units from El Toro. The community
Onc-lime Cost: $ 897.6 miilflio suggested alternatives to the closure of El Toro;
Savi y's: 1994-99: S 349.9 million it stated that NAS Miramar- would be a more

Arnual: $ 148.5 million appropriate candidate for closure because
Payback:4' yea Irs NAS Miramar had older facilities and less
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 1housing than did MCAS E1 Toro. The com-
SECR METDAR IOD NS munity argued that the Navy greatly overstated
RECOMMENDATION Miramar's expansion capability citing that

Close Marinc Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, Miramar had cnvirornental constraints on any
California. Relocate its aircraft along with their further development.
dedicated personnel, equipment and support to The Twentynine Palms community also suggested
Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar, California arid that the Commission reconsider its 1991
MCAS Camp Pendleton, California. recommendation to close MCAS Tustin and its

1993 recommendation to redirect rotary wing
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION aircraft from Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat

Naval atid Marine air wings are projectcd to be Center Twentynlinc Palmhs to NAS Miramar. The
reduced consistent with fleet requirements in community maintained that those recommen-
the Dol) Force Structure Plan, creating an dations would cause overwhelming operational
excess in air station capacity. MCAS El Toro is problems because they would place both rotary
recommended for closure since, of the jet bases and fixed wing aircraft at NAS Miram:r.

1-17
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I he TuIstinl Ck 11hnun;iL' (lid 1101 want the Coinl- While areas cxpected to lbe affec-ted by neeces-
mis.iS~of to reconsider its 1 991 recoimmenidation sary expansion includled ciritical hiabit ats,
to close MCAS lust in; it Wante~d the 1991 none were located in quantities sufficient to
(ominnssion'ý 5 1isuic, decision to remain intact, preclude anticipatcd neccessary cxpansion. it
I'tc Tustui community had alrecady invested further found that acreage eXpeetccl to he
substantiAll) iin a hoace reus:_ programl. It did developed for the placementII of KC- 1 3ts was
nlot Wvant In atraoicon its two-yeair iti\cestiinent ol constrained such that either adjustmenct to
elfort and niionic, it- the .-:use plan. The Justin developmnirt plans or relocation to MCAS
commIunIitalso belioved better alternativzes Yuma, Arizona, was required.
cxistcd Ito reloca-te Marinec Corps elcicopters The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision
without retainfiog M CAS Tustin. Specifically, to his original March 11993 recommendcation.
it p-roposed; keeping MCAS El Toro open and ThComsinfudteevs ppsahd
adding th- MCAS 13 aneohec Bay fixed wing TeComsinfudt rvedppsahd

misson tere cloingNAS iramr ad reo- higher military value and resulted in increased

eatingA its units ipcr the Secretary of Defense's svnsadsol eaotd
recommnicrdations. It asser-ted this prcOposal would COMSINR OMEDT N
enhance operationial reCadUiness anld Still allow O MSIOAEO MEDTO
the commnunitv io pursue its reuse plan. Thle Tustin The Commission finds the Secretary of' Defense
commtl illI ty also contendecd the Comimiss'oions deviated suhstantially from criteria 1, 2, and
decision to reconsider- its 1991 recommndncration 3. Therefore, the Commission recomimends the
would encourage, other eommunities to ignore following: ciose Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
the finality of- thec Commission's actJa. ns andi would LI Toro, California, Relocate its aircraft along
CIlcourageC commun1.1ities to resist Closures lonlg With their dedcicated personnel, equipment and
alier the final vote of the Commission. support to othecr naval air sta~tionsý, primarily,

Naval Air Station (N\AS) Miramiar, California,
COMMISSION FINDINGS and MCAS Camp Pendleton. California. Ini

TheCo~~lIiS~0I fond ir ild0101.lidencoac-- associated act ion, thle squadrons and 1related
The ommssin fond ir nd roun enroah., activities at NAS Miramar will move to other

merit at MCAS El Tornl precltuded future naval air stations, primnarily NAS Lemoore and
mission growth or force 5teuture changes, and NAS [allon in, order to make room for thec
current mission reqtnc im nIIIlS cause operations m clocation of the MCAS El Toro sqiuadrons.

to buconcl~l-cc ovcj piopy. It as
toub cnduchte fov-e-L'i iniv: e em i~tone t dIMNT Relocate Marine Corps keserve\, Ceniter to NA-S
fountd thats ocapa rcityuat t ic coitetind 1.have M iranmar. Additionally, chiange the reccom menci-

creaed xces caaciy attheNayend arie dtionl of' the 1991g Commission, which was to
Corps West coast air stationls. Kr location ol fixed close MCAS hI'stinl an]reldCocate its helicopter
andl rot"ar" win' icrf lo. 1\1ir Nc..: laces- .- -. -_0 ~ a isOc ssets to Mar-ine tor1ps Air' Urounril Combat uCetertIs as'sets at a base i relatively fic at TWentlyninme Palms, California, as fo~llows:of' fuiture- enIcr-oa,611ch Cetc nit x(cess relocate WCAS Tustinl helicopter assets to NA.S
ca pacity', anid ii' ýcgratedl operati !jris can be NrhIlnd A iaao CSCm

sal-ly acomhslicl cAxfi miseiand Penldleton, Californlia. The Commission findsflight operations, fl-i -[ý Ik onllsi tllis rCco11mmendationl is cossetWith the
found reclocation to .A mrto be opera- forcec-structure plan and finlal Criteria.

ioa yadVan~tagCott', .10%'t11! Llose pR; ximlity to
the marine division at Cailip Pl'ertlcic.] wherec Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawvaii
a1 sign ifiat percentage of critical tr'ininllg is Ctgr' prtoa i tto
conduLICctd. Mlission.- Siippoil Nav'al Aviation Operations

The Comm11issionlso fko 10nd . so Iil .o cnt ninher1)I One-tilnit' cost: $ 897.6 miiihion -

of acres were: available it N;As Mii m.iar to Savings: 1994-99: 5S 349.9 million
ilccn mod10cate lie aircraft, pci-sontnel, and Anttmal: $ 148.5 unulloui
suppor-t eq uI~pnleI ~t lrom M CAS Tiutiiin spite PaYba(ck: 4 Ycoa us
of envi ronnineiitt constraints on developmeint.
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Chapter I

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE that rclocation of many of the Marine Corps air
RECOMMENDATION assets at Kaneohe Bay which were planned for

relocation to other air stations, was cquirCd to
Closcate tNaval Air Staltiot1 (NAI ) Barbers Point make room for the aviation assets from NASanl•( relocate its aircraht along with their dedicated Barbers Point.

personnel, equipment and support to Marine

Corps Air Station (MCAS), Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision
and NAS Whidbey Island, Washington. Rctain the to his original March 1993 recommendation.
family housing as needed for mrthti-service uitse. The Commission found the revised proposal had

a higher military value and should he adopted.
SECRETARY O[ DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
The NAS Barbers Point is recommended [or
closure because its capacity is excess to that The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
required to support the reduced force levels deviated substantially from the force-structure
contained in the VloD Force Structure Plan. The plan and criteria I and 2. Therefore, the
analysis of required capacity supports on1ly one Commission recommends the following: Close
naval air station in Hawaii. NAS Barbers Point Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbers Point and
has a lower military value t0w., MCAS Kanecohe relocate its aircraft along with their dedicated
Bay and its assets can be readily redistritbuted personnel and cqutipment support to other
to other existing air stations. B6, maintaining naval air stations, including Marine Corps Air
operations at the MCAS, Karcohe Bay, we Station (MCAS), Kancohe Bay, Hlawaii, and NAS
retained the additional capacity that air statiioi Whidbey Island, Washington. Disestablish the
p)rovlces in supporting ground forces. With the Naval Air Reserve Center. Rctain the family
uncertainties posed in overseas basing MCAS housing as needed for m-ulti-scrvicc use. The
Kaneohe Bay provides the flexibility to support Commission finds this recommencliation is
future military operations for both Navy and consistent with the forc C-strtUcttur-c plan and
Marine Corps and is of greater military value, final criteria.
In an associated nmo\'e the 1F- 8 and CII-40 Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Florida
squadrons at MCAS Kaneohe B m:. 'a ill move to
NAS Miramar Lo fac'I!itate t1h o rcieatwin of the Categoory: vUpcriaional Air Stalion
NAS Barbers l'oini sq(Ikhdruns. Finally the Mission: Support Naval Aviation Operations
Departn'Crit of the ,4N, , w ,ill dispose. of the land O'c-tinie Cost: S 312.1 willion
and facilitics at !'AS Barbcrs Poiint and any Savin-gs: 1994-99. $ -189.1 million (Cost)
proceeds will be used to defray ba!c closure Anmiul: $ 48.9 million
expenses. Pay'haick: 1.3 ycas

COMMUNITY CONCERNS SECRETARY Of DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATIONThe State ol 1lla\waii supports the clo.,-ure of NAS

Barbers Point becaise it is interested In rerusing Close Naval Air Statiotn, Cecil Field and relo-
the laid currently occupied by the Na\vy. cate its aircraft along with dcdicatcd personnel,

equipment and support to Marine Coips Air
COMMISSION FINDINGS Station, Chirry Point, North Carolinaa; Naval Air

Station, Occana, Virginia, and Marine Corps Ait-
The Commission fournd retention of the Naval Station, Beaufort, South Carolina. Disposition
Air Rcscr\e Center, in view of lfoce structure of major tennmits is as follows: Marine Corps
rcductionts, Was not consistent with operational Security Force Company relocates to MCAS
recquiremenrIs. IL also found these tcdtLctions Cherry Point Aviation Intermediate Maintenance
indicaLc the need for only one rnajtot Naval Air Departniett relocates to MCAS Cherry Point;
Station in ILa~vaii, and that MCAS Kancohe Bay, Air Maintenance Training Group Detachment,
with significantly highel military valuc and no Fleet Aviation Support Officc Train-ing Group
ground-encroachmen1t problems, was clearly the Atlantic, and Sea Operations Detachment relo-
base warramting retention. The Commission found Care to MCAS Cherry Point and NAS Oceana.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION Beaufort and MCAS Cherry Point had significant.
wvtlands contained within their installations

Carrier air wings will be reduced consistent with which limitcd the expansion of runways. It
fleet requirements in the DoD Force Structure emphasized construction oil wetlands would
Plan, creating anl exccss in air station capacity. require the Navy to create new wctlands to off-
Rcducirg this excess capacity is complicatcd by set the loss of sensitive environmental land and
the requircment to "bed down" different mixes the ratio of wetlands use was lower at NAS Cecil
of aircraft at various air stations. In making these Field than a.t either Beaufort or Cherry Point.
choices, the outlook for environmcnital and
land use issues was significantly important. In The community also claimed operating costs

making the dcecrmination for reductions at air would b, lower at NAS Cecil Field than at the

stations supporting the Atlantic Fleet, NAS Cecil other air stations because Cecil Field was the

lield was selected for closure bccause it fepre- closest to its training areas. I-he community stated

sented the greatCst amlount of excess capacity the Navy should have considered these factors

which could be eliminated with assets most when assigning its military value ranking to Cecil

readily redistributed to receiving air stations. Field and had the Navy done so, it would have

The prcpionderancc of aircraft to be redistributed seen that Cecil Field ranked far above Occana,
from NAS Cecil Field were F/A-I 8s which were Beaufort and Cherry Point.

relocated to two MCAS on the Fast Coast, Beaufort
and Cherry Point. Thcse air stations both had COMMISSION FINDINGS
a higher military Value than NAS Cecil Field, The Commission found significant excess capacity

alleviated concerns with regard to future existed at NAS Cecil Field. The Commission
environmental and land use protblemns and also found cutrrent and potential future air
dovetail with the recent determination for joint encroachment at NAS Cecil Field were over-

- 1 x A .:.
nilircr of)tat ot isUuvy Iu vl i C stlated by the Navy. The Commission also found Mm
aircraft from carrier decks Some NAS Cecil Field other cast coast air stations had higher priority
assets arc relocating to NAS Occana, an air missions, and NAS Cecil Field was not close
station with a lower military value, bccaus;e NAS enough to the Marine Corps Division at Marine
Occana is the only F--14 air station supporting Corps Base Camp Lejeune, NC to support
the Atlantic Flect and had to be retained to Marine Corps air assets.
support military operations of these aircraft. Its
excess capacity was mercly utilized to absorb COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
the remaining aircraft from NAS Cecil Field.

The Commission finds the Secretary of D)efense
COMMUNITY CONCERNS did not deviate substantially fromt the force-5tru.tcttrc plan a1_and hial-j criwcriaý I'lh r I--orc, illc
The commun1.Ality claime~d the Navy's iccommen- trIiioennadfnl rti.1broteth

dation was flawed imecause it understated the Commission recommends the following: Close

datilry value of NAS Cecil Field and overstated Naval Air Station, Cecil Field and relocate its

the savings associated with closing NAS Cecil aircraft along with dedicated persnecl, equip-

Field. The community arguted closing NAS Cecil ment and sutpport to Marine Corps Air Station,

Field and relocating Its airrcd ft to M CAS Cherry Point, North Carolina; Naval Air Sta.tion,
Beaufort, MCAS Cherry Point and NAS Oceana Occana, Virginia, and Marine Corps Aun -Stton,
woueldaufort, South Carolina. Disposition of in Ifor
would bpen. m e expensive ithan leain l NA Cecil tenants is as follows: Marine Corps Security Force
Field open. exl-h commatnity toctsed ot Cecil Company relocates to MCAS Che:rry Point;
Field's greater expansion capability. It stated Cecil Aviation Intermediate Maintenance Department
Field, unlike Cherry Point, teaufort., and Oceana, relocates to NICAS Cherry Point; Air Maintc-
didit nut have encroachment probl~ems; further- nance Training Group Dectachment, Fleet Aviation

more, the coinnitnity of Jacksonville adopted a Sul)port Office Training Group Atlantic, and Sea

ltand-Utse Comprehensive Plan which strictly Operations D)etachment relocate to MCAS Cherry
ft mited the amount of development arotind loitadNA ca.

Cecil Field. The commtntity also argued MCAS Point and NAS Occaia.
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Naval Air Station Agana, G-amn COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

Category: Opcratioiial Air Station The Comnmission finds the Secretary of Defense
Mission: Sutpport Naval Aviation Oplcratiorn deviated substantially from the force structure
One-time Cost: $ 123.5 million plan and final criteria 2 and 3. Therefore, the
Savings: 1994-99: $ 51.4 milliom Commission recommends the following: close

Annual: $ 21.3 million Naval Air Station (NAS) Agana. Move aircraft,
Paybac1h: 11 years personnel, and associated equipment to Andersen

AFPB, Guam. Retain housing at NAS Agana
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE necessary to support Navy personnel who have
RECOMMENDATION relocated to Andersen AFB. The Commission

None. The Commission addd this military finds this recommendation is consistent with
installation to the list of installations- recoin- the force structure plan and final criteria.

mended for closure or realignment. Naval Air Facility, Midway Island

COMMUNITY CONCERNS Catcgoty: Op: rational Air Station
Mission: Sulpport Naval Aviation Operations

The community urged the Commission to Onc-timc Cost: $ 2.1 million
recommend the closure of NAS Agana. The Savings: 1994-99: $ 32.9 million
community stated that it wanted to reuse the Annual: $ 6.6 million
facilities at NAS Agana to expand its civilian Payback: 2 years
airport. The community asserted NAS Agana is
very low in military value; it argued the few SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
ac:tivities performed at NAS Agana could be RECOMMENDATION
moved into existinm facilities at Andersen Air -(.lose Naval Air Facility Midlway isalmd.
I orce Basc, and the cost of relocation would be
far less than the $229 million estimated by GAO. SECRETARY OF DEFENSEJUSTIFICATION
The conimunity contended the payback period
for the closure of NAS Agana would be between The 1991 Commission Report, pages 5.19, recom-
three and ten years. mended the elimination of the mission at NAF

Midway Island and its continued operation
COMM!SSION FINDINGS under a caretaker stattis. Based on the Dol) Force

The Commission found excess land and opera- Structure Plan, its capacity is excess to that needed
tionlS, maintenance, and administrative capacity to support forces in its geographic area. Thereexised at Ananesn AFB to allow consolidation is no operational need for this air facility to
eiedat Andisipcion., AEB toallow con solidation remain in the inventory even in a caretaker

of~ the mission. CICCUC•, Ltl CULIQ' p status. Theref-ore, the Navy recommlends that
equipment of NAS Agana at Andersen AFB. Midwas be coe and appropriat

The Commission found the consolidation was

economically feasible and due to the elimination disposal action taken.

of duplicate base operating and administrative COMMUNITY CONCERNS
costs, the closure would be paid back in 11
years. Housing at NAS Agana supports Navy There were no formal expressions from the
commands throughout Guam. The Commission community.
also found if this housing were retained at NAS
Agana, it would not be necessary to build COMMISSION FINDINGS
replacement bachelor or family housing in the
area of or on Andersen AFB because the two The Commission found no operational reason
bases are only 15 miles apart. to maintain this facility, even in a caretakcr status.
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION training around the Iwo air' stations with the

The Comi-i-s-sion finds the Secrotary of- Decrcise hlighcst mI ]i ltar vah ie, TIhe resu~lting,0 configur-a-
- lnon incrcascs thc average military vadlue of the

did not dle\iate substantially Ironi11 lie force- rematnming trainl.Ing ani stations and maximizes
structUre ])alan and final criteria. Therefore, the effjiciency thrlough restructurttlinlg arounIld the two
Conwuil ssionl recommencids the foll1owing:. Close hubs, thuis increcasing, the effectiveness of aviation
Naval Air- Facility Midway Island. training. Relocation of the Naval Air Techiiical

TrbbgAir Stations TriigCne il xccss capacity ratdb
Training, teClosure of the Naval Aviation Depot and

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee the Naval Supply Center at NAS Penisacola.

Ca coi ~i' y 7i ttiinug Ai -Station COMMUNITY CONCERNS
Missioni: Aviatioii Maiiiituiaice and

Opt'rations 7Tiitiný 1-lie community s5tressed NAS Memnphis was
Cost to Realigný S 24Q in i lion impropei-ly evaluated as a training air station.
ýaeiiugs.: 1994-99.: S -75.9 million (Cost) T he NAS Memphis priimary mitssion is enilisted

Anim iial: $ 40.7 imillion aviaion01 tecclhnical training; pilot trainirig has
Paylbawk: 10 years not beeni conducted f'or over threce deccades.

Moreover, NAS NMcmphis was evaluated u-sing
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE mliltary\-va1lue critera Which do not address;
RECOMMENDATION the instalkution~s main tr'ainling funl~ction. The

Realign Naval A~ir Stat ion (NAS) Memphis by' conimunity also stated the amoinit of' military"I coiistruction recfuii-cd to relocaitc the Naval Air-terinaingthe flying mission and relocating TehiaTrnngom ndtPnsclwud
its reserve scttadrons Ito Carswell AFII, Texas. Technouale Trainin estimandte. Thenscola wuit

Relcat in 1ava Ai ccniai ainng also of~fered nine alternaIHVes that would saveCeiiter to NAS P~ensacola, Florida. Vhe B~ureau Molyb nvoadioalfctnso
of Naval lCerSoiiiiel, eUtirren)'ily i \'VS1flgtonl, P.C., moe1ymvn1ditoa rntost
will be relocated to NAS Memph11is aIS partL of NAS Memp~his in lieu of- the recommended

a separate recommn-ncidation. movement out of NAS Mempihis.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION COMMISSION FINDINGS

Niwa avatorrqurenanisatedeciciung a a Thei Comm ission f~ounld the Secret ary's. realigni-
Navali o cav riat r reaire nt wr e raing and tc t r d c ls a10 1 ment recom mendation w as Coinsisient \Viili tie

re 1smi Clt of 1 c arr er air w in g C a n d fleet re d u ctio n s fo rc e-s irtu etur e p la ni. T h e C o m m1 iss io n1 fo u n11 d ih a t,
conustnt it i te lol)Voie S rtct irehl~t~ alhouh te dcison o ralign NAS Memphis

Thle NASý Memp~his capaei½is, eSxcess to that all0A,!1 III Cld l to 1 s a:1 ran
requ'ired to tiain theC nmber-K ol st udeiit aviators ai saioilefctrsjitfiedthedciin
rewuired to incci fleet needs. 1 lhe Navy analyzed The seain fact i aors ineltid ed the reduct ion o xcs

its training air Stations with a goal of reducing raiiiC infaacityl byJUI~ rlcting NavalC01 Air Tch-

eW esicthit to1 theCS~~ 0aximuiii exetc nsset ncal Training Command, Mlemphis, to NA _

witht le tecrasiig hrtigptt of, Sttidentls. lceiisacola, the alch~ileveen of ecolionlies of
Any) remaining mix of- air- stations needed, at a prole n upi 1ruhtI oloia

nininn.to mlainltainl the overa1 ll nilitary) x'altte Prtuin o sel an ndsu ofcrt avo;iathen otrinoida-Li
of, itle re inai iiing bases, whl t al lowing cnlt innu- tion oenlisted, and th flcor avidationlo trasinina
atice of' key mission rerfuiren11ients and maxiniized NaSl Psensacoa CardstellAi Icn BsolidaIon afdrisiove
ef~ficienicy. Thes fitt" ctors; inlduded availability of aiasestCrwlfAr[reae.Iadton

raiiingairsace outyin fieds ridthe Commission fouind Significant Cost Savings
11'ilil"',al'S)LICOLIIýilQ icis nd access t o

over-w Iater, training. Thle inland location of' NAS could he achieved within a reasonable paiylhclK

Memphis and lack of training airspace mlalie it period even if 1i ilitai y const ruct ionl Costs proved
:1 rimry anddat ki clstire ts ealgn ent to be grecater than the Navy's, original estimate.

comlbincef Nvitli the rcuommeni-ded closure of' NA\S Thle Comn11iissionl Itirtlier fOun1d that Consoh0i-
Meridian, Mlississippi, reduces excess Capacity datioti of the ReseiAv aIrI aSSets and Re'serve'
'while allowing coiusohi1datioii of n~aval air Aviationl SeJU 1tiadron \vO~ild reali.-e economi11cs
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ill manacmnCnt anid traini og. By rclocating these facilities of all types of support aviation traill-
units to Carswell, they would bc closcr to ing, there is about twice the capacity required
operational areas and could capitalize on thcse C to perform the mission. The training conducted
in intcgrating training with operatiolal units, at the Naval Air Station, Meridian can bc consoli-
In addition, the Commission found that the dated with similar training at the Naval Air
central location of Carswell would enhance Siation, Kingsville and the Naval Air Sationi,
Reserve contributory support to Navy Airlift. Pensacola. This results in anl economy and

The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision cfficicncy of operations which enhances the
to March 1993 iecommndcatior. The Commission nmlilitary value of the training and places train-
found the 1revisd proposal had higher military ing aircraft in proxinity to ovCr-a ter air space

and potential berthing sites for carriers being
value and should be adopted, used in training evol'tioti. Currely, ior

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION example, pilots training in Meridian fly to the
Naval Air Station, Pensacola in order to do earrier

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense landing training. The closure of Meridian atld
deviated substantially from final criteria I and the accompanlying closure of the Naval Air
3. Therefore, the Commissionl recommendt the Station, Memphis, result i llctrali-zed aviation
following: realign Naval Air Station, Memphis, training functions at bases with a higher average
by terminating the flying mission and relocating military value than that possessed by the train-
its reserve squadrons to Carswell, Texas. ing air stations before closure. Both the Naval
Disestablish the Naval Air Reserve Center, and Air Station, Kingsvillc and the Naval Air Sation,
relocate the Marine Corps (Wing) Reserve Center, Pcnsacola have higher military value than the
Millington, to Carswell. Relocate the Naval Air Naval Air Station, Meridian. The consolidation
Technical Training Center to NAS Pcrnsacola, of tile Naval Technical Training Ccnter with its
Florida. T-lhe Commission finds this recommen- l)arent command, the Chief of Naval 1-ducation
dation is consistent with the force-structure plan and Training, will provide for improvement in
and final criteria, the managemnlt and efficielcy of the trainling

establishment and enhan<.c its military value to
Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi the Navy.

Catcgoiy: Ti• uting Air tahtion
Mission: Jct Pilot TI Initig COMMUNITY CONCERNS
OhIC-tinlt' Cost: N/A The community claimed the Navy's military value
5 am,piiq : 1994-99: NIA r g cAnui al: - A ranking of NAS Meridian was too low. It argued

Naval training requires prinmrily "o\cr-grouLd"
P~a~Ybac': NIA airspace, but thc Navys n1ilitar) vaaluc matri'-
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE was heavily weighted for "over-wMactr airspace.

RECOMMENDATION Since Meridiall has consideablc "'ove-ground-
airspace but no "over-water" airspace, its military

Close Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian. Relocate value ranking \\'as unfairly diminished. -he com-
advanced strike training to Naval Ani Station nunity also argued the Nav'"s training plan failed
Kitigsville, Texas. Relocate intermediate strike to provtLdc enoIgh capacity to accorpllsh needed
training and Naval Tech nical Training Center strike training and NAS Meridian was csscnial
to NAS Pensacola, Florida. to meet the requirement. lhe community belicved

the Navy's incltisioll of bases into "complexes'
SECRETARY OF DEFENSEJUSTIFICATION \w.as improper because it rCsuhled in a failure to

Pro.eectcd reductions contained in the Dcpartl- consdcrp alternative scenarios for' reducilg ecosS

ment of Dcetnsc Force Structurc Plan require Capacity. The crn hieunidt) believed grcater cost

a substantial decrease in traing air sshaoionh
capacity. W\hen considering air space and stations with greater excess capacity and lower

military \'alue.
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COMMISSION FINDINGS operatiolal activity ol active air stations, the
dCcision Ito rely on reserve aviation elements in

The Commission found excess capacity cxisted suorto acte o l i lsrv e s plaes igh
suppor o[ acý ' Ol-atilg Iorces phices a high

in Naval Pilot Trallillg, but it did riot exist in military vatue on locating reserve aviation

N~1aval Strike Pilot Training. The Commission elmcnts on active opcratirig air bases to the
found a second full-strike training base wS cxtment possible. Closure of NAt Dctroit will climi-
rcquired to accommodate the current and [LuturC nate cxccss capacity at thC reServe air basC With
pilot training rate (PTR)- The Commission the lowest military value and allow lelocation
further found militamy construction for the T-45, of most of its assets to the major P-3 active
the Navy's niew intermediatc and advanccd strike force base at NAS Jacksonville In arriving at
training aircraft, which is complete at NAS the recommendation to close NAF Detroit. a
Kingsville and has begutn at NAS Meridian. is specific analysis was condticd to ensure that
rcquircd at two sites to support ftuttrc pilot training, therc was demographic support for p trposes of

force recruiting in the ateas to which the
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION reev eaf r engrlctdrcscivv , rcraft are being relocated.

The Commission firids the Secretary of Dce nsc
deviated substantially from criteria 1, 2, and COMMUNITY CONCERNS
3. Therefore, the Commission recommnds The cot1nmmunity argtted the recesston and high
the following: Naval Air Station, Meridian local trimplovmetit rates compounded with the
will remain opcn. The Commission finds this loss of income generated by both active duty
recommendation is consistent with the force- atid rescrvc personnel in the local cconoly
structure plan and final criteria, totaled $50 million. In addition, the local

Resenc Air Satliols comtraunt ity council itncgr:ted NAP Detroit
persomncl to stich all extent that m11anly co!rn-

Naval Air Facility Detroit, Michigan mnity youth services (i.e. )'0oth sport leagues,
CSpccial Olympics) would suffcr a ticgatieC impact.

Catcgory- Rcscrvc Ait Stationl ]hThe community concern suggestcd that the
Missioli: Smmppo;tjor Reservvc Uniits relocation of the Medical and Dental Clinics
One-tiie Cost: $ 11.6 milliorl would lcave the Midwest devoid of Aviation
Sa'iris: 1994-99: $ 44.8 million Medical Assces to provide Navy Flight Physicals

Annmtal: $ 10.3 million for Reserve Officer I raining Programs and the
PoyhLmdc.: htiiltcdilttc' Navy Rccruiting District olficcs assigned to

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE recruit aviation per'sotmcl in the Midwest. In
n V,ý-,,ILX ,:h I" A -r1/cXT, addition, the community expressed concern

Lregarditrg the disposition ol other teCIant

Close Naval Air Facility (NAP), Detroit and commands, including the Personnel Support
relocate its aicratt and associated personnel, Detachment and the Persomnel Support Detach-
CquipmnCt and support to the Naval Air Station ment, Cleveland, Ohio. Reserve represcntathvcs
Jacksonville, Florida and Carswell Air }'orcc Base, cxprcsscd ColnCClrn aboi0 the loss of qtualified
Fort Worth, TX. Tie Mt. Clcmoens, Michigan r'csCrvists with a resulting loss of readiness, and
Marine Corps Reserve Center will relocate to they proeiected it would ltak eighltceri to sixty
the Marine Corps Reserve Center, Twin Cities, months to rcconstitutc reserve squadrons and
Minnesota. restoie icadiness at tile projected receiver sites.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION IiThe Michigan Air National Guard, tile local
commn-|tuiitiCs, a1rid thC D1ctroit \ (Vavne Co11ty ,

Naval air forces are being reduced consistent MCtropolitan Airport w-cec all opposed to joint
with fleet redtcttions in thCe DoD Force StrluctlurC use of Slridge ANG; as an air passenger
Plan. Projected force levels teflectcd for both tcerminal. It stated the base inlrastmuctute and
active and rcscrvc aviation elements leave the local heavy indulstry would not support a
[)cpartlncnt with signlfticanlt excess capacity in civilian air cargo operation. Finally, rcpl-cscnta-
the reserve air station category. Given the greater t ives qtcest ioncd the accuracy of the Navy's cost

and savings analysis.
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COMMISSION FINDINGS COMMUNITY CONCERNS

Tll Commission found dCemographics at receiver The conmmnity asserted that a 1980 Center
locations would cffcctively supporththe 1maninlg for Naval Analysis (CNA) Study identified
of thle reserve squadrons and would placC tllem Martinsbhrg as one of four sites for location
closer to optrating areas. Tlhc Commission also of Naval Mcdium/I leavy Airlift (C-I 30) Squad-
found some inconsistencics in COl3P.A data rons tthc otlecrs listed were NAS Glcnview.
rcgarding $5.7 million in required militaly NAS New Orleans, and NAS Point Magu). It also
construction costs prior to closure. l lowever, indicated that Martinshu-g would he more cost
this cost did not significantly affect savings, in efficient to operate both because the Navy would
addition-t, tenant activities \ere not specifically bc a tenant of the Air National Guard, and
addressed ill thi Secretary's recommendation. because of the relative low cost-of-living index
However, these activities wer, all helowv threshold, when compared with other locations. Additionally,
and parentt commands could designate ,ccciver it stated that cttrictnt cxpcriencc with reserve
sites. Finally, the Commission found closure recruiting and rctcttion in the Air National Guard
of NAF Detroit significantly reduced exccss was indicativc of a rich demographic cn-iron-
capacity in Reserve Naval Air Stations. This facility mcnt that woUld successfully draw on the greater
was rated lowest in military value, so consoli- Washington-Baltimore area to supply qualihed
dation of its assets at r1.cCiver sites rCsalted il personnel. The community noted its central
an overall improvement in military value. location in lastern United States, its excellent

iransportation IlCtWOlk, good iilfrastructLurc,
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION and relatively uncrowdcd airspace wcrc attributes

The Commission finds the -SeC(:1-Cill-ý' e 0ary ofthat supported the decision to place a C-130

did n0ot deviatc substant ially from the forcC- 5 d n Mariishurg, West Virginia.

strtucture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Regarding economic impact, thcy pro(jected at
Commission recommends the following: close least 200 full-tilmC posit ions and 200 reservists
Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and relocate positions will he assigined to the Martinsburg
its aircraft and associated personnel, equipment Facility. The assigment wold have a significant
and support to tile Naval Air Station Jacksonville, positi\C inipact oil one 1of the poorest sections
Florida or Naval Air Station South Weymouth, of West Virginia.
NMassachusetis and Carswcll Air Force Base, Fort
Worth, TX. The Mi. Clemons, Michigan Marine COMMISSION FINDINGS
Corps R\escrve Center will relocate tO tihe Miarine The Coinurission found the constrtion Of tis
Corps R cscrvc Center, Twin Cities, Minnesota. farilit' i ill the nl:ni1__ (11111v No ground

Naval Air Facility Martinsburg, has been broken. COBRA runs, provided 1i y the

West Virginia Navy', for Nmartinsbturg xvere not useable for com-
parison with similar existing reserve and active

C gtc'or,: Rescrc Air Slatioti air siations. The assumption that high Air
Mission: SuppottIfot Rcscivc LUnits National Guard manning levels are predict ors
One-tinic Cost: $27.1 million of high Naval Reserve maianning lc\cls for this
Savings: 1094-/-99: $70.2 million activity presuimes hlre are adequate numbers

Annual: $1.3 1 million of qualified n-avl veterans or civilians wvith
'ab3,tch: inmicdiaitc aviation backlrro iid, or that nicnibe rs of the

OWest Virginia Air National Guard curecnt ry
SECRETARY OFDEFENSE awaiting hillet assignments would sacrific,
RECOMMENDATION seniority to lrCeqeCst in;lcrscrvice transfers. While

None. The Commission added this miilitary the CNA study identified N1tiishurg as one
installation to the list o1 installations rccoinm- of lour sites for location of a Naval Reservc
mended for closure or rcalignmcnt. Mcdiunm/I-tcavy Airlift sqtiadrori, it was conducted
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duing a dflnse build-up. With strategic planning results inI tile maxitIntt reduction ol excess
incompllctc in tIIIs ciCa ol I iscal constrtaints, capacity in reserve air stations while increasing
construction of new facilities in a category with tile average miitary value of the remaining bascs
excess capacity does not appear to bc a wise in this category.
use of scarce resources.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION I-iTe communitv st ressed the closure of NAS Dallas

Th1 Commission finds the Secretary of Defense would dctlimtcmally impact Vought Aircraft
deviatcd substantially fr-om criteria 1, 3, 4 and Company, which used the airport for 45 years
5. Therctorc, the Commission recommends the to test aircraft inder a S i/year agreement with
following: close Naval Air Facility, Martinsbur', the City of Dallas. It indicated the Navv's
West Virginia. The Commission finds this concern over lack of airspace was intorrect
r-ccollmllmenldation is consistent with the force- because the city of Dallas owned all or part
structure plan and final criteria, of two nearby airports so ample airspace was

available. Furthermore only minor transitory
Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas problems occasionally occurred.
Cwc, oiy: Rcscri c At Station Regarding economic impact, the community
Mlissioit: Sitiot Nava) Reseive Av 30.on 5.mnits emphasi:cd it would he much greater than the

vitnios: 199499 S -08 o tilhl (ost) Navy estimated, both in Dallas and ill Grand
Savingus: I')94-99 $ -108 iiiillimi tCost) prairie.

Amnonl: S 5.2 million

PaYb(ik; 100+. icais COMMISSION FINDINGS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE The Commission found the proposed realign-
RECOMMENDATION ment of NAS Dallas at Carswell Air Force Base

Close the Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas and (AFB) had merit because it would alleviate
relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, current air and ground encroachment restric-
eqitpt arnt and support to Carswcll Air Foric tions. The Commission also found regular

Base, Fort 'Vorth, Texas. I-hie following Navy airlift o southwl[ estern states wotild increase the
and Marine Corps Reserve Centers relocate rt t

mission capability of the reserve squadronsCars wvell Air Force Base: Naval Recserve- Ce nter, a
Dallas, Martt-ilne Corp Rescrv'e Center, Dallas, assigned to NAS Dallas. In addition, the Conm1inis-
Marine Cor-ps Resere- center (Winq) Pallas, sion found the Fcderal Aviation Acministratilonarnd Corps e (a (FAA) supported the proposed relocation to

Carswcll AlFB because it was compatiblc W,.ith

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION the existing and fut urtL Dallas-Forth Wor0t1
Metropolitan Air T"raftic System Plan. The FAA

Naval air lorces are beitig reduced consistent indicated the mov-C would resuhlt I better Sel-vice
with tie fleet reductions in the I-o)D Force to NAS Pallas mtits at its new site and wvould
Strtcture Plan. Projected force levels rcflected provide improv'ed procedural cficicncy to all
for both active and reserve aviation elements users. The IFAA stated since ctirrIen|t air m1issionls
leave the Navy with significant excess capacity froni NAS Dallas were to the w\est and sotuthwCst
in the reserve air station category. Closure of the proposed relocation to Caiswelt AlF1, would
Nav'al Air Station, Dallas and rCcousttitttioti at slhortmt mission length and reduce flight costs.
Carswell Air Iorcc Base provides the res-rves
wVith a significantlv superior air base. The COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
rstulting air station, with Air Force eseThe Co issio finds the Secretary of PDefese
squidlrons 110oV aS teniants, will remove th lhedid nO1t deviat subs ttlll f th e fccctar\' or te0-0
operatiiotal dilhcoItics currentll e xpe rietchedd
at the Naval Air Station, Pallas, incdigstette lan and final criteria. Therefore, the
ContCIcs With tile Ci\'ihall Irot hils cliosieigh Commission recommends the followinlg: Close
conflcts with theivlian aiherpor inbthis caosore, the Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas amod rclocate,
combined 2ith three others in this category,
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its aircraft and associated personnel, cqtipnlcnt rcmainiing reserve air stations. In arriving at the
and suppoit to Carswcll AFB, Fort Worth, Texas recommendation to closýc NAS Glcnvi,:-w, a
The following Navy and Marinc Corps Reservc specific analysis was conducted to ensure that
Centers relocate to Carswell: Nava! Rcservc there wa.s demographic support for purposes
Ccntcr, Dallas, Marinc Corp Reserve Centcr, of force recruiting in the areas to which the
Dalla., Marine CorpIs Rcscrvc Center (Wing) reserve aircraft are bheing relocated.
Dallas, and IEI)DCOM I1. Carswcll AFB, lexas,
will become a Navy-operated Carswell joint COMMUNITY CONCERNS
lr'scrv'ecenterl Ito -CiCad co adt theresere unils. turrently hcivc and acceIgelomcate The communitv contended NAS Glenview demon-
reserve units currently n esiong rstratcd the ability to recruit and train key reserve
thetc by this 1993 Commission, personnel from the highly skilled wxorkforcc of

Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois the Chicago Mclropl-x. T he conmimunity said

Cttctoty. Risccrv Adi .ctthn cdistant relocations proposed for NAS GlenviicvA lstot: 5Pp Ul ,i'.r RAsil Un'' woxvould undouLtedly rCsult in large losses ofM)n-sin: (-Coslt $ j32.t1 Uinlli t qualified reservists in these units, and they high-5Oncings: Cos.499: $ 34.5 millhin IF>htecl the loss ofjoint operations. While localAtttntol: 0 S70. .3.5llo officials took a neutral positioi, other commu-
Jtvlb t * : 6 30.0 m o nity representatives questioned the military value

and excecss capacity calculations. It also ques-
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE tionecd COBRA mi.odcl cost and savings analysis
RECOMMENDATION and identified over $90 million inl military

construction costs to relocate the tnlits. The com-
CIsc ltc Naval A\ir Station (NAS), Glenview and mullet, !caders pointed out that relocation costs
relocate its aircraft and asociatcd personnel, of tclaint activities wcrc not i licuded in the
equipment and support to Navy Reserve, COBRA analysis. hI indicated the combined
National Guard and otlhor activitics. lFamily closures of this facility along wi th NAFl Dctioit
hottsin1located at NAS Glenview will be retained and NAS M<e'mnphis wvould leave thC heartland
to lmeCCt existing and new reqttirements of of the Unitecd States without at] opCralional
thc itcatby Naval 'Irainitig Centcr (NIC), Great Naval and Marine Corps Air Reserve presetice.
Lakes. The lRCcruiting District, Chicago will be Anothci concern of thkc communll Lity was that
rclocitcd to NIC - Grcat Lakes. The Marine Corps thcse closures would reCuhl in a loss of Navv
ReCS:rvc CcnlCr actiVitics will irclocate as appro- airlift for midwesternl rcCsrve uit..

piate to Dam N eck, Virginia, Grccii bay,
\,Vi!,consin, Stcwart Army National Gtt ard COMMISSION FINDINGS
taenita, New 'rVindsor, New York and N The commtission found significant efforts had

Accgn made to upgradc NAS Heniw. I lowever,

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION seriotts groulld and air encroachment problels,
and the lack of adcqutatc accident potential zones

Na\al air forces aXc 1cing rcdICnCC conlsistCnt hItmitcd potcmtial expansion at this Reserve Naaval
wilti the fccl redu.lctions in the D)oD lorce- Air Station. While the (C'ommis;sion recognized
StLrCtltrC Hlall. Projiccltd force le'vels for both tilh loss of reservists duc to relocating thc rcscl-Vc
act xc and rcscrvc aviation clmctits l•vec the squadrons, it found the pocrntial for cxpansion
De)partlmeit wit h si Lnific nlt excess capacity in at reCCivCe sites would iiprove ovecrall militar)'
the reserve air station category. Clos,,urc of NA-,AS value of the remlaining installaoinms.
Gcen\view cliatinatcs excess capacity at a base
with a vcry low militaty Valuc whose assets can COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
be reditstrib~uted into more ceonontical and
he Ciieictt opcratlotl1S. 101is cl osure, coinbitied Thc Conmmission finds the Secretary of DelfcnscwitIt ti I)r-ee otihcrs in llis catlgory, rcsults in did not deviate substantially from1 tihe iorcc-witaxt nttnc eductitil of excess capacity while strICtttrc plan and final ciitcria. Thcrciorc, the

illtrcasitig the average military value of tle Comiission recomn tends tle folowirtg: close

1-27



hc -Navol Air Stat ion (N AS), Glenrview and and distributes other assets to the active operait-
relocate its aircraft avid associated pcr-sornel , ing base at Mayport, FL- and to a reser-ve air
C(J LHii iCi11 t ohd 50 IrIoH to Navy Reser-ve, stat ion with a higher mi ii ary value. lIn arriving
National GUard and ot he activities. F'amily at the recommendation to close NAS South
lioiusing locatedl at NAS Glenvicw* will he Weymnouth, a specific analysis was coniducted
'retained to meict existing and necw require- to enisure that there was dem-rographic support
menuls of the necart)) Naval Trainin'g (Center- for purpIIoses Of force reertiltin~g inl the areas to
(N'TC), (-real Lake~s. Tihe Recruiting District, which the reserve aircraft are being reclocated.
Chicagýo Will he relocated to NIBC GIreat Lakes.

Th Jaine: Corps Rcservc 'Center activities will CM UIYCNEN
relocate as appropriate to P~am Neck, Virginia- The common1Llliy stated NAS South Weymout~h

(tIard "aciiy, WiewoWindSoewr, Newy Yatorknand was thec only operational Naval Air Reserve
(jua d F ciliy, ew inds r, ew Y rký and Activity in thec New England/New York area. The

NSAtlanta, Gecorgia. closure would preclude active par-ticipation
Naval Air Station South Weymouth, by) aviation qualdibee Naval Reservists in the

Massachusetts northc~asternl United St:,tes sin crservists are
geographically connected zo the area of their

(Ye ttgoi~y. RIcscrvi Air Slot ion diomicile anld civil ia1 OCCttpatioiaS. Ihe1 conirno1-1
Mviission: .Suqpoin to (ii Lc'icVi I )ii i n1ity fl-rt herI stated the Navy military' value ranked

tiie-tiow Co(s(; N/A NAS Sout h Weymouth third (fl eight, Well above
Savinigs: N/A NAS Dallas (proposed for realignm-ent), NAS

Animal:- N/A Atlanta avid NAP; Washington. Thle comimunity
Pciybach: N/A emiphiasized the comlbinedl highly' educated tech-

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE vlital workf'orce and lar-ge popuilat ion of qtalified

RECOMMEDATIONveterans in theC Boston area support reertlitnicint
RECOM ENDAION Or both the current niiissiovi andI any expanded

C-lose Naval Air Station (NAS), Sou~th Weyin1outh operational role. The1 proximity to wet lands and
anid relocate wt" au-crab anld associated per-sonnelL., corninn n11it y zoning ordinances preetln

eqtiipnien t anld suppo it1- to Naval Air Stat ions enicroachrilnc it onl air opc rations and 1I further
Brunswick, Maine, New Orleans, Lotuisiana, and enhance NAS South We yvmouth's ability to
Naval Stuat ion Mayport , H0 mi ia, The Mar1ne Cmo p5 asim exnetiniio.
ReCserve Cent e ~r ac-t ivi iCS Will relIocate to Daml" The Coin1 InI tinl ity q Lliest ovid the N avy's pro-
Neck. Vir-ginia, J0 olnsto1Wn, Penslvaný'1iHa, Cavii P granlimed neCw construction Inl Mart 11insbttrg, West
Pend(leton, .California, and NAS Willow Grove, Viroginin ifor a C-I 30) Mediumi/I Iavv Aiilift
I 'ei visyl v':I tiia. Sq ad ron); and johnstown, Pennsylvania (for a1

SECRTARY01: EFENE.JUTIFIATII ci icopter Squadron). '!I liese facilities wotild
SECRTAR OF EFESE USTIICAIONcost over $55 million, with anl additionafl $50

Naval air forces are hci iig reduiced consistent mllil ion ill inlitial set -upJ Costs.. It asserted N AS
With HC let red LitCt11 ion li the D~OD I oCC' St ru1Ctire- Soulli Weymouth hiad adequate fa.cilities avid a
Planl. Pro cclC0Ci force 'letvteIs for- both ad i','e arid Iraineitd m1an iowixr pool to assu me thle proposed
rcseiv ie viation 6-ewlnets leav, thle Departirmcvi lin isslon; for thiese sites, and findeed has faIcilities
With 3-ipnilicalit e.Xcess Capacity ill time reserve ld 0(1 equip1men alrea~dy oil hoard fo1 stpjI)Ort of
air statoill category'. I11he great~cr opecratiiia mtii teCi3 icaft. 1Furt her, it in dicated N AS
of aIctive air st at ioiis and t lie decision to 1cly on South1 WeCyrmoti t I was closer to ope iat i rg 111d

rc Jvc 111 aviationelnitS inl stippjort of1W aiVe PI oci it i; a thittat a teas fo,- Antii-Suhniarniic
operatinge forces flllte at higher militarly vaitue Ani i-Surface Warfare and( to carr-ier battle glotip1
on1 beat i rg reSe t\'c av iatimon elemewnts 01il active opcirat ioi s d ion any) othecr Re'ser~ve Naval Aui
operatiiw- a~r bases, to the extent1 possible. Stationl avid mlost operational bases.
CILSlosur of NAS,- Soo-thi Weymotit Ii11 al ioS~v the -1 lie omiill'tntlty; Contluctco its own iidepenieiit
reloc:at ion oif reserve P-3's t) tilt'' analysi P-te3i hdtat l)'i lt the
active opcirat iiig hose at N AS Brti isvick , Nit:

1-28



Chapter 1

Base Structure An~alysis Team and raised serious Air Station, South Weymouth will remain open.
concerns about the validity of costs and savings The Commission finds this recommendation is
projected by the COBRA models developed by consistent with the force-structure plan and
the Navy. In addition, it indicated the proposed final criteria.
closures of Rescrvc Naval Air Stations were
predicated on nine Reserve Maritime Patrol Naval/Marine Corps Air Facility
Squadrons, not the thirteen Squadrons manda- (Joint Aviation Facility)
ted by the FY93 Def:nse Authorization Act. It Johnstown, Pennsylvania
questioned the wisdom of such unprecedented
cuts in view of the fact that both Congress and CateIgoiy: Reserve Air Station
the Department of Defense have not yet defined Mission: Support for Rcservc Units
the role Of the reserves. Otnc-time Cost: NoneSavings: 1994-99: $ 15-20 million

Regarding the cumulative economic impact, the (Construction Avoidance)
community asser-ted New England employs only $ 20 million (Start Up Costs Avoidance)
13% of the Department of Defense, but had to Annial: N/A
absorb 33% of recent defense cuts. The corn- Payback: N/A
munity argued the closure of additional bases,
including NAS South Weymouth, would hzve a SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
heavy impact on an economy already struggling RECOMMENDATION
under the burdens of copiig with previous None. The Commission added this military
defense cuts. installation to the 'ist of installations recoin-

COMMISSION FINDINGS mended for closure or realignment.

"The Commission found several inconsistencies COMMUNITY CONCERNS
between the COBRA analysis and data call T expressed concern reg
submissions regarding personnel accounting, and The community arding the
military construction costs for receiver bases. proposed cessation of construction of a Naval/
These inconsistencies tended to inflate savings Marine Corps air facility at the Joint Aviation
and deflate costs in favor of the Secretary's Facility inJohnstown, PA. The community indicat-
recommendation. Additionally, it appeared demo- cd the facility had strong Congressional support.
graphics for the purposes of force recruiting at COMMISSION FINDINGS
proposed receiver bases were not considered CN
in the relocation of squadrons attached to this The Commission found construction costs for
coirImand. There v'qs no evidence current and the Navy/Marine Corps addition to the Joint
future mission impacts were considered with Aviation Facility at Johnstown, PA, were
respect to the retention losses that could result proiccted at $1 5-20 million with an additional
if squadrons were relocated several hundred to $20 million in one-time start-up costs. The Coin-
over 3000 miles away from the reservists mission found construction of the, Navy/Marine
currently assigned billets in these units. Addi Corps facility was scheduled for I- 1994 with
tiorially, no p)lan was proposcd to retain incutll- occupancy planned for FY 1996. The Conimis-
bent reservists or to expedite recruitment and sion found the nearby reserve center ill LIMEnsbtirg
training of replacements. Similarly, impacts on could house adMiniistrativc units, and signili-
contributory support to the active comlponents, cant excess capacity exists in Naval/Marinc
mission capability and readiness were not Corps reserve air stations.
adequately considered by the Navy.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission linds the Secretary of Defense
The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from criteria 4 and 5.
deviated substantially trou thle force structtlrc Therefore, the Commission recomncends the
plan and criteria 1, 3, 4, and 5. T hcrefore, the following: close (halh ontl uctionl of) the Naval/
Commission reconmmcnds the following: Naval

1-29



Chap~ter 1

Marine Corps air tacility (Joint Aviation Facil- results in the maximum reduction of excess
Ity) Johnstown, Pennsylvania. The Commission capacity while increasing the average military
finds this recommendation is consistent with value of the remaining Atlantic Fleet. bases.
the lorce-structure plan and final critcria.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS
Naval Bases The community argued the Navy underrated

Naval Education and Training Center Newport's miliLary value. The community also

Newport, Rhode Island questioned the Navy's estimated savings associ-
ated with this realignment, exprcssiig belief that

Ccgot-y: Naval Boise the Naxy's analysis created a false sense of savings
Mission: Support Honieportcd Ships because it did not fully examine the costs of
Otie-timne Costs $13.8 million moving ships and maintaining real property.
Savings: 1994-99: $7.94 million Moreover, the relocation of ships would not

Anmual: $ 4.26 million reduce excess capacity or operational costs
Payback: 5 ya 't.; because Newport would still retain its piers. The

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE community also argued the impact on Reserve
SECRETARY O N Training in the Northeast was significant, and
RECOMMENDATION the economic impact of the realignment was

Realign the Naval Education and Training Center underestimated.
(NETC) Newport and terminate the Center's
mission to berth1 ships. Relocate the ships to COMMISSION FINDINGS
Naval Station Mayport, Florida and Na'val The Commission found the capacity to honieport
Sta.tion Norfolk, Virgini~q. Piers, waterfront ships at N', 1wrt- is excess to that required to
facilities and related property shall be retained support the DoaD force structure. lhe Commis-
by NETC Newport. The Education and Training sion also found closure would accounto for a
Ccnte will rcenain to satis!y its education and relatively small job loss in this employmuent area
training mission, and would result in savings.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The piers and naintenanee activity associated The Commission finds the Secretary ofI Defense
with NEITC Newport arc excess to the capacity did not deviate substantially ronm- the force-
required to support the lDoD Force Structure structure plan and final criteria. Therefor, t-ic
Plan. A comprehensive analysis of naval station Commission recommends the following: realign
iUit~ii capadjcity was t ":,orr,-,ed with a goal the Naval loducation and I-raintng Centen (NT)PI
of reducing excess capacity to the maximum Newport and terminate the Center's mission to
extent possible wh ile maintaining the overall berth ships. l'elocatc the ships to Naval Station
military value of the remaining naval stations. NI ayport, Florida and Naval Station Norfolk.
To pi(}vide berthing to support the projected Virginia. Picrs, waterfront facilities and related
force structure, the resulting mix of naval property shall be retained by NIfTC Ncwprt.
stations was configured to satisfy specific Tl-he Lducation and Training Centcr- will remain /
mission r-equirements, including: 100 percent to satisfy its education and tmaining mission.
aircralt canicr berthing in each fleet; ammuni-
tion sliips at FlQl)-approvcd berthing; one SSN/ Naval Station Charleston,
SStN unique base cL, np 1cx pcr fleet; and main- South Carolina
tenance of the Norlolk and San Diego fleet
cotleclutratiots. NETC Newport currently bhiths Cotcgoty: Naval Bose
five ,hip:; which can bc absorbed at othir Mlissiomi. StuppotI lomcported Ships

lhomneports with a higher military value. I his Onc-time Cost- $ 180.36 million

iccalignimcnt, combined with other tccomonended Savimtgis: 1994-v 9: $ 146.07 million

closures and realignments itn the Atlantic Ilecet, Amntal: $ 69.78 mill lon
Paytback: 5 ycais
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Chapter 1

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum
RECOMMENDATION reduction of excess capacity while increasing

Close Naval Station (NS), Charleston and relo- average military value of the remaining AtlanticClos Naal tatin (S),Chalestn ad rlo- Fleet Bases,
cate assigned ships to Naval Stations, Norfolk,
Virginia; Mayport, Florida; Pascagoula, Mississippi, COMMUNITY CONCERNS
Ingleside, Texas and Submarine Base, Kings Bay,
Georgia. Appropriate personnel, equipment Trhe community stated the Navy underrated
and support, to include the drydock, will be Charleston's military value. It believed the haste
relocated with the ships. Disposition of major of the Navy's process resulted in inaccurate and
tenants is as follows: Planning, Estimating, Repair incomplete responses to the Navy's military value
and Alterations (PERA) relocates to Portsmouth, matrix questions. The community also believed
Virginia; the Naval Investigative Service Regional the Navy underestimated the costs of relocating
Office disestablishes; Ship Intermediate Mainte- its activities to Naval Station Kings Bay and
nance Activity, Charleston disestablishes, and Naval Station Ingleside. The community further
the Naval Reserve Center and REDCOM 7 relocate asserted the ability to obtain the necessary
to leased space in the Charleston area; Fleet environmental permits for Mine Warfare train-
and Mine Warfare Training Center relocates to ing in the Gulf of Mexico was questionable. The
Naval Station Ingleside, Fleet Training Center community also stated the closure of the Naval
Mayport, and Fleet Training Center Norfolk; Station and other facilities in Charleston would
Submarine Training Facility Charleston disestab- have a devastating economic impact on the area.
lishes. Family housing located within the Charleston
Navy complex will be retained as necessary to COMMISSION FINDINGS
support the nearby Naval Weapons Station The Commission found the capacity to homeport
Charleston. ships and submarines in Charleston is excess to

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION that required to support the DoD force structure.
The Commission also found when combined

The piers and maintenance activity at NS with other Charleston closures, such as the closure
Charleston are excess to the capacity required of the Charleston Naval Shipyard, the closure of
to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A compre- Naval Station Charleston would account for a
hcnsive analysis of naval station berthing capa- significant job loss in this employment area;
city was performed with a goal of reducing excess however, closure will result in substantial savings.
capacity to the maximum extent while main-
taining the overall military value of the remaining COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
navat stations. To provide berthing to support Tf, -...projected force structure, thC resultin g m ix of' J n 11V t i _s o k_ ý111[ M UL t111U c S •IC 3 UC V ly U1 D c c •,_

naval stations was configured to satisfy spmcific deviated substantially' from final criterion 1.
naalstaions was incnfiguredi to 0 satisfypercic Thereforc, the Commission recommends the fol-
mission requirements, including: 100 percent lowing: close Naval Station (NS), Charleston but
aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet; ammnu- maintain the option for the ]993 Defense Base

nition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one Clsuean Reaot ion ltr to

SSN/SBN unique base complex per fleet; and Closure and Reargnment Commission later to

maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet recommend the retention ot Naval Station,
concentrations as part of the solution. The berths Charleston facilities that arc decmed necessary

at the NS Charleston are excess to Navy require- to establish or support naval commands that

inents The relocation of the 21 ships currently arletone Sth Calinad th, orireo ssto
based at NS CharlestonI will allow tile Closure Charleston, South Carolina. The Commission
ofthisnavalbased at N a leonxvil allo t the l cose finds this recommendation is conistent with
of this naval base and elimninate almost half oft hefresrcuepa n ia rtra

thc xccs br~hng apaity n bsessupoi-ing the force-structurc plan and final criteria.the excess berthing capacity' in bases supporting

the Atlantic Fleet. This closure, combined with
other reconimended closures and realignments
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Chapter I

Naval Station Mobile, Alabama and thc Shore hintermeciatC Maintenancec Activity.

Catqgoi v: Navol IBasc It believed the Navy greatly overestinroecd the
savings associated With theC ClosurC Of Lt(re base.

mission: Support Honn pottcd Mt~ips The community also noted its strong state
One-timec Ctwa: $ 4.88 (111110)11 and local Support fbi- thle facility and argued
Savinigs:' 1994-99: $ 0o.8.3 intllion the closure of NAVSTA Mobile would have a

Annuial: $ 8.4.3 tiiiilion serious an Id adverse CffCctL onl the coninutnity.
PaybaJk: 2 years

SECRETARY OF DEFFNSVE COMMISSION FINDINGS
RECOMMENDATION The Commission found the capacity to homrepol-

Close Nav'al Station, MWhile and nelocate assigned ships at Mobile is excess to that required to
ships to Naval Stations PlascagouLa, Mississippi, Support the DoD foi-ce structure. The Comm-is-

andIngesie,] casalng ithdc~cacl ersn- sion also found closure would account for a
anicl Inglsine, ~eand alpong with dcdicate supot.S relatively small job loss in this employmecnt area

netequpmet ad aprop~at oter upprt. and would result in savings.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATiON COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

T-he berthis at Naval Station, Mobile arc excess Thei Comtmission finds the Secretary of Defense
to the capacity' required to support the DoD ddntdvaesbtnilyfo- iefre
Force Structure Plan. A comrpreheiisive analysis didrnoturdeviate substantall frtrom. Therefore- h
of naval station berthing capacity was performed srcture plac-n a-ond fnal crtheia Thereoreg thoe
with a goal of reducing exczss capacity to the Commi Ssaion reobimeands the folloigng: clseip
mnaxtmnum extent possible while niaintainning the t Naval Stationsobl sand rloate aissigndshpipsan
overalli Ilil~itary vaIlue 01 Lthe IC[IIMIiitig 10v~idl toNaaSainsacauaMssipad

statons loprovde ei ilig tosuportthe Ingieside, Texas, along With dedicated pelrscrinrl,
pratojecte forc structurehill upr the reutnei f cqaipmentr and appropriate other support.
nav'al stations were configured Lo satisfy specific Naval Station Staten Island, Nýew York
mission reqairenietits, including: 1 0C pcrefn ucýoy aat1(s
aircraft carrier berthing in each [leet;, arnmuni- Mism-Ccacgo otyNva BomepotdSi
lion ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one Msin upr oneote hp
SSN/.SSBN unique base complex per fleet-, and Onc-tinrc Cost: $ --16.15 milioni (Savings)
mnainteniatice of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet Savings: 1994-99: $ 298.92 miillion

coticcnt rations as pairt of the solution. The ships Anvwil: -S 42.64 million
based at Naval Si ation Mobile can be relocated Payb)ack: Immeidiatc.

hiler naval bases -which have a hig-her tlSLKIK
tar)'value. This reCaligilnment, :omnbined with other RECOMMENDATION
recommended closures andI realignircni s in
the Atlantic Hleet, results in the mnaxinwintl Close Naval Station Staten Ilsand. Rel:oc.ate its
redCuctioti Of excess capacity' whilek increainlg shi ps alcrng with their dedicated pet-sontiel, equip-
the average m1ilitary v'alue of tKe rwmrainirý t' 110(1 and support, to Naval Stations, Norfolk,
Atlantic fleet bases- 'virIginia and MaypOrt, Floritda. Disposition of

mninor tenants is as follows: Ship I ntcrinediate
COMMUNITY CONCERNS Maino0'nafiric Activity, New York relocates to E-arle,

The11 commttm1Ility ar1gue~d the Navy's mi itur 'iva-lue New Je:rsey and Norfolk, Virginia; RCcruitintg

ranking was inacculatc. T-he comit ..iiiO'*,- stated Distriet, New York disestablishes; Supiervisor of
the avydit no gie aequte ot ~tt ,ttiitl Shiphmu.ding, Conversion atnd Recpair (SUPSHIP),

to thle role Naval Station (NAVSTA) N'.V jilt platys rolnDtcmndisabsh.
in trainjinp reserves. The comMnttit, also fet ItRTR FDFNS)UTFCTO
thec Navy did not correctly comnpare NAVS1 A S1CTAYOFD EN JUTFC lN
Mobile to NAVS1 A lPaSCagotLak. Ih11 cotiimu111tltt) T-le berthing capacity of) Naval Station StatenI
clai tiedC MobleC wasl srtperior to Pa-)calyOtil in islantd is excess- to t lie caci)Wty required-CC
tie areas of nravigat ion, safety, quahliy oh' lihe
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Chapter I

to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A comprc- savings. The Secretary suggested a correction or
hensivc analysis of naval station berthing revision to hIs March 1993 recommendation.
capacity was pcrfornmed with the goal of reducing The Commission found that the reviscd proposal
excess capacity to the mnaximum extent possible h.A a higher military value and should be adopted.
while maintaining the overall military value of
the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
to support projected force structure, the resulting The Commission hnds the Secretary of Defense
mix of naval stations was configured to satisfy deviated substantially fromt final criteria 2.
specific mission requirements, including: 100 Therefore, the Commission rocomfinalcrs the
percent aircraft carrier bcrthing in each fleet; fo ren cle CovaiSsion StatendIsahd
ammunition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; following:iclse Nsaval Station Staten island.
one SSN/SSBN unique base compiex per fleet; Relocate its ships along with their dedicated
and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego personnel, equipment and support to Naval
fleet concentrations. The ships currently berthed Stations, Norfolk, Virginia and Mayport, Florida.
at Naval Station Staten Island can be relocated Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship
to bases with higher military value. This closure, Intermediate Maintenance Activity, New Yorkcombined with other reeommci-,ded closures 2Ind relocates to Earle, New Jersey and Norfolk,
realignments in the Atlantic Eleet, resuts indte Virginia; Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conver-reaignent intheAtlnti FletITSILSin he sion and Repair (SUPSHItP), Brooklyn Detach-
maximum reduction of excess capacity while sion and Rep air (JP iP) roukln Detincreasing the average military' value of the ment disestablishes. Retain fanily housing located
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases, at Naval Station, Staten Island, as necessary to sup-port Naval Weapons Station, Earle, New jersey.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS The Commission finds this recommendation
is consistent with ihe force-structure plan and

The cOinidi Oity aiguied thel 1:U4vy S aluti),ttcal fuai ci iteria.
process was not sound because it contained many
procedural errors, analytical inconsistencies and Naval Submatine Base New London,
inflated values for certain capabilities. The comn- Connecticut
munity also challenged the soundness of the Catgoty): Naval Base
Navy's megaport concept. It believed closing Mission- Support Homecported Subniariinc
Naval Station (NAVSTA) Staten Island would One-titr: Cost: N/A
pose operational problems because New York is Savings: 1994-99: N/A
four to five days closer to potential conflicts Annual: N/A
than ports in the Gulf of Mcxico. The commu- Paytbach: N/A
nity claimed the closure oif NAVSTA Staten Island
w o u ld ,r -M , L! l ,)SS o f sig n ifican t , ra •n •n g o p p o r- .. C..ET RA -X, O F, , , _,,.-• : E,-E.
tunity for Naval Reservists, particularly in light RECOMMENDATION
of other planned closures in the Northeast. The
comMUnity felt the Navy did not adequately Realign Naval Submarine Base (NSB), New
consider the adverse economic impact the London by terminating its mission to honieport
closure of NAVSTA Staten Island would have ships. Relocate berthed ships, their personnel,
on the New York Harbor industrial base, especially associated equipment and other support to the
private shipyards. Submarine Base, Kings Bay, Georgia and the Naval

Station, Norfdlk, Virginia. This relocation i,; to
COMMISSION FINDINGS include a floating drydock. Piers, waterfront

facilities, and related property shall be retained
The Commission found the capacity to hlomcport by the Navy at New London, Connecticut. h-lie
ships at Naval Station Staten Island is excess to Nuclear Submarine Support Facility, a inajor
that required to support the DoD force structure, tenant, relocates to Kings Bay, Georgia and
The Commission also found closure would Norfolk, Virginia; and another major tenant, the
account for a relatively small job loss in this Nuclear Power Training Unit, disestablishes.
employment area and would result in substantial
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION appear to be a part ofl the Navys configutation
analysis. The com1munity proposed an alternatc

Naval Submarine Base, New London's capacity 1lan involving rctaining submarins that would-

is excess to that required to support the number ostlnsinlv in $g.2 billion. The community also

of ships rcflectcd in the DoD Force Structure stated the economic effect of the realignment -

Plan. A comprehensive analysis of naval station Sotatd be gra\'e because the New London area

berthing capacity was performed with a goal is hcavily dependent on defense industries.

of reducing excess capacity to the maximum

extent possible while maintaining tile overall COMMISSION FINDINGS
military value of the remaining naval stations.
To provide berthing to support the projected The Commission found the Secretary' of Defense's
force structure, the resuhing mix of naval stations recommendation to terminate Naval Submarine
was configured to satisfy specific mission require- Base (SUBBASE) New l.ondon's mission to
mnts, including: 100 percent aircraft carrier homeport submarines calls for substantial imili-
berthing in each fleet; ammunition ships at ESQD- tary construction (MILCON) at SUBBASE I<iig's
approved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique base Bay and Naval Station Norfolk to replace capa-
complex per fleet; and maintenance of the bilities and facilities that exist in New London.
Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. With The Commission further found the Navy's ,nalysis
a reduction in ships, the Navy requires one was very sensitive to one-time costs due to the
submarine base per Fleet. In view of the capacity sizeable MILCON, particularly in view of What
at the Submarine Base, Kings Bay and the Naval costs the Navy deemed appropriate to consider.
Station, Norfolk, the submarines based at New Just piior to final deliberations, the Chairman
London can be relocated to activities with a of the Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Cori-
higher military value. The education and training mittce reported to the Commission that the Navy
miiSSonii being c l a•, di-c S..'• iitd.li was not lilkely ever to move attack submarines
Base, New London will continue to be performed to Kings Bay.
there and the Navy will retain piers, waterfront
facilities and related property. This realignment, COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
combined with other recoimennded closures and Tle Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
realignmnts ini the Atlantic Fleet, results in the deviated substantially from final criteria 2, 4,
maximum reduction of excess capacity while and 5. Thcrcfore, the Commission recommends
increasing the average military value of the the following: Naval Submarine Base, New London
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases. rcmains opcn and does not realign. The Corn-

COMMUNITY CONCERNS mission finds this recoromenldation is consis-
tent with the forcC-stLnLtctture plan and fitial criteria.

The comnmnity' e laimedi the Navyrs proposal to Naval Air Station Alameda, California
realign New I.ondlon did n'ot reduce excess

capacity. lnstcad, it only duplicated existing Categoiy: Naval Basc
resourccs elsewhere and therefore wvastenl the Mission:Sul1pport of Aviaition Actih'itics,
taxpayers' money. The community also questioned A float Units, anid Other Activities
the Navy's configuration analysis. The Navy's Oric-limc Cost: $ I93.00 million
analysis req uircd that tI) Norfolk be a part of Stvin,ýs: 1994-99: S -72.1 7 milliot (Cost)
any solution and (2) there be only' one SSBN/ Antamli: $ 41.69 million
SSN unitqute base per fleet. Tlhe commtinnity Payback.. 10ycuas
claimed these rules led tthe Navy to cxclude New
London auttomatically' from any' sol ut ion. The SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
community argued ihe Navy's analysis thuis RECOMMENDATION
appeared to3 be used to .ust i fy' its prciu:i Close Naval Air Statikn (NAS), Alameda, Californit
judgment to exclude New Londoni. '-he corn- and relocate its aircraft along with the dcdi-
mlulity' questioned the strategic gain and increase cared personncl, equipment and support to NASA
in military value restIlting fromn tih realignment Amcs/Niolfctt t ield, California and NAS North
(f New London, since military' value d(id not island. In addition, those ships currently bcrihcd
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at NAS Alameda will be relocated to the Fleet By contrast, the absence of a contiguous airfield
concentrations at San Diego and Bangor/Pugct would pose potentially significant operational
Sound/Everett. Disposition of major tenants is problcms at Everett.
as follows: Navy 2cg:amal Data Automation Center,
San Francisco realigns to NA5 North Island; Ship COMMISSION FINDINGS
Intermediate Maimenancc Department disestab- Thc Commission found the aircraft beddownlishcs; thc Naval Air Reserve Center and the ThCo isonfudhearatbdow
Marine Corps Rescl er Center relocate to leased capacity and ship berthing at NAS Alameda isspace at NASA/Ames. excess to that required to support the DoD forcestructure. The Commission also found NAS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION Alameda had the lowest military value as a
Naval Air Station in the Pacific fleet. While its

The projected carrier air wing reductions in the military value as a Naval Station is relatively
DoD Force Structure Plan require a significant high, its primary purpose is the homcporting of
decrease in air station and naval station capacity. nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, and there is
NAS Alameda is recommended for closure as it sufficient carrier berthing capacity in San Diego,
has the lGwest military value of those air stations Puget Sound, and Everett. Substantial military
supporting the Pacific 1leet. Given the number construction (MILCON) is occurring at Naval
of aircraft "bedded down" at the air station, it Station, Everett, Washington, and Naval Air
has greatest amount of excess capacity. Also, Station North Island, California, to replace a
given the need to eliminate excess ship berthing, portion of the nuclear aircraft carrier berthing
its capacity is not required to m-eet force levels, capacity that exists at Alameda. These MILCON
"since no more than five carrier beiths are required projects arc being accomnplished separate from
on the West Coast; three at tile fieel corcenrila- tile base ciosure process and will uttimaleiv
tion in San Diego and two at Bangor/Puget Sound/ result in the Navy's ability to homeport aircraft
Everett. Both the limited aircraft (primarily carriers at a redaced cost.
reserve) and ship assets at NAS Alameda can he In a letter dated June 1, 1993, the Chief of Naval
readily absorbed at bases with a higher rmilitary Operations advised the Commission that the
value. This closure results in an incrcaecd ave iagc original Secretary of Defense recommendation
military value of both the remaining air stations to close Naval Air Station Alameda did not full>and naval Stations in the Pacific Fleet. t ls aa i tto lmd i o uldistinguish between active duty aviation assets

COMMUNITY CONCERNS and tenant reserved aviation assets. That dis-tinction is made clear in the Commission

The community believed the Navy pemilized NAS recommendation.
Alameda's military value ranking because the
Navy cvaluitecl Alameda as a naval air station COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
when its capabilities more closely resemble those The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
ofa naval station. The cormm-unity crilicize•i the did not deviasi substantially trom the force-
Navy's plan to build at NAVSTA Everett and diductudeviat sudstanal c rom the forceN AS orth Isl nd t re lace exi ting cap billaes structure plan an~d final criteria. Therefore, the
NAS North Isiand to replace existing capabilites Commission recommends the following: close
ait NAS Alameda;, it said the Navy undere'i- Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, California
mated the costs of closing at Alameda and
rebuilding elsewvherc. The community also and relocate its aircraft along with the dedicated
asserted that both Everett and North Island persounct, equipmnent and support to NAS North

redlUired dredging and building nuclear carrier Island. In addition, those ships currently berthed
at NAS Alameda will bc relocated to the Fleetpiers mid that hiliccltesing and environmentl concentrations at San Diego and Bangor/Puget

procedures are difficult. Ilhe community argued SoiFtnd/LEvcrett. Disposition of major tenants is
that even if this costly construction were coin- Ls follows: Rescrve aviation assets relocate to
pitied, EverClt would nlot have a contiguou.3 NA.SA Ames/Moffctt Field, California, NAS
airfield while NAS Alameda does, asscrting the Whidbey Island, and NAS Willow Grovc; Navy
presence of a cont1iguou01s aHirfied creCatespsynergism amongtheuos acilitiesatAlaredac. Regional Data Automation Center, San Franciscosynergism Long the facilities ait Alamed1a.
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realignis to NAS North Island, Ship intcrincdliotc berthing" one SSN/SSBN unique base complex
Maintenance Dcpartmcni discstablishes; the Naval per flcet; and maintenance of rhe Norfolk and
Air Rcscrvc Center and the Marine Corps Reservc San Diego fleet concentrations. This closure, Con-
Cenrter relocate to leased space at NASA/Ames. bined with other recommended closures and

rIsland, realignments in the Pacific Fleet, reduces
excess capacity while increasing the average

California military\ value of the remaining Pacific Flect bases.
Catcgov,': Naval Base
Mission: Maintain and Opcratc Facilities COMMUNITY CONCERNS

aird Support I"n-cant Act ivitic.ý The community argued the closure of Naval
One-timc Cost: $ 30.95 million Station (NAVSTA) Treasure Island, along with
Savings: 1994-99: $ 123.0 million the other proposed Bay Area closures, would

Ammal; $ 44.48 million destroy the strategic infrastructure of the San
Pdybacl : 3 Ycaris Francisco area. It pointed out NAVSTA Treasure
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Island had a new fire fighting school that was
SEC METDAR IOF NS environmentally sound and was the only one of
RECOMMENDATION its kind on the West Coast. It was also the site

Close Navai Station, Treasure Island and relocate of over 1,000 family housing units and other
personnel, as appropriatc to the Naval Station, support services the military retirement commun-
San Diego, Calforniat Naval Amphibious Base, ity depended upon heavily, particularly in light
Little Creek, Virginia; Naval Training Center, of the closure of the Presidio of San Francisco.
Great Lakes, Illinois and various Naval Reserve
sites in California. Major tenants are impacted CO07,,1VIiSS1ON. FiNDING1. 3..
as follows: Naval Reserve C(_ntCr San Francisco lhe Commission found the capacity to homeport
relocates to the Naval/Marine Corps Reserve ships at Naval Station Treasure Island was excess
Center, Alameda, California and REDCOM 20 to that required to support the DOD force struc-
relocates to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno, ture. Further, the Commission found the primary
California. Naval Technical Training Center purposes of NAVSTA Treasure Island are to
relocates to Fleet Training Center San Diego, provide military family housing, soic training
Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek and and other support for shipboard personnel and
Naval Training Center Great Lakes. dependents in the San Francisco Bay area. In

Nvicw of the recommendations to close NAS
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION Alameda, these facilities are not required.
The DoD Force Structure Plan supports a decrease
in naval station capacity. Naval Station, Treasure COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
Island has a relatively low military value and The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
its capacity' is not required to support Navy did not deviate substantially from the force-
requirements. The naval bases to which its structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
activities will be relocated have higher military Commission recommends the following: close
value to the Navy than does this naval Station. Naval Station, Treasure Island and relocate
A comprehensive analysis of naval station berthing personnel, as appropriate to the Naval Station,
capacity was performed with a goal of reducing San Diego, Califorrma; Naval Amphibious Base,
excess capacity to the maximum extent possible Little Creek, Virginia; Naval Training Center,
while maintaining the overall military value of Great Iakes, Illinois and various Naval Reserve
the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing sites in Califorria. Major tenants are iripacted
to support the projectcd forcc s'ructurc, the as follows: Naval Reserve Center San Francisco
resulting mix of naval stations was configured relocates to the Naval/Marine Corps Reserve
to satisfy specific mission requiremenits, includ- Centcr, Alameda, California and REDCOM 20
ing: 100 percent aircraft carrier berthing in each relocates to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno,
lecet; at1mur1ttiorn ships at LSQD-approved
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California. Naval T-echnical Training Center to perflorm the recruit training funclion. TIie
relocates to Fleet Training Ccntcr San Diego, closure of the NTC Orlando removes excess
Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek and capacity and rclocates training to a naval
Naval Training Center Great Lakes. training center with a higher military value

and results in an efficient collocation of the
Naval Trainintg Cenlters Submarine School, the Nuclear Power School

and •he Nuclear "A" School at the NSB, New
Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida London. The resulting consolidation at the NTC
Categoryy: Naval Training Center Great Lakes not only resuhls in the highest
Mission: Training of Ojicetr and possible military value for this group of mili-

Enlisted Pcvr.Onnt tar), activities but also is the most economical
One-time Cost: $ 374 nillion alignment for the processing of personnel into
Savings: 1994-99: $ -83.5 million (cost) the Navy. In addition, NTC Orlando has equip-

nntal: $ 75.8 million ment and facilities which are more readily
Payback,: 9 years relocated to another naval training ccnteL.
(These cost figures include the cost to closc NTC

San Diego.) COMMUNITY CONCERNS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE The Orlando community argued the Navy's goal

RECOMMENDATION to eliminate the greatest amount of excess
capacity while maintaining and/or improving

Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, overall military value did not necessarily gener-
and relocate certain personnel, equipment and ate the most cost-effective option. T-he community
suppnort to NT(_ Greqit I akes and other locra- also maintained the various COBRA alternatives
tions, consistent with DoD training requirements, it generated showed a net present value for
Disposition of major tenants is as follows: NTC Orlando 2-4 times greater than the Navy's
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC recommendation. The community claimed the
Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School and the climate affects utility costs, impacts training
Nuclear "A" School relocate to the Submarine routines and student morale; however, the Navy
School at the Naval Submarine Base (NSB), did not consider climate a relevant training factor.
New London; Personnel Support Detachmentrelocates to Nrc Great Lakes; Service School The Orlando commnnunity' also mlaintained the
Command relocates to Great l.akes; Naval Navy's military-value questionnaire was flawed
Dental Clinic relocates to Great Lkaes; Naval because it did not accurately' evaluate the training
Edocation and Training Program Management center's capability. The comnn ity emphasized1 . .. 1- . ... 1 .. . . 1 *1 . ..

Support Activity d isestablishes. ucstions wsk re i ot tctan thcr,
were more negative than positive responses to

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.JUSTIFICATION the questions. Further, the community added
that NTC Orlando's military value was incor-

The 1991 Commission rejected the recommen- rectly judged to be lower than NTC Great Lakes
dation to close NTC Orlando due to prohibitive and utility costs and cost of operations were
closure costs. This recommendation encompasses noi included in the military value calculations.
the additional closure of N IC San Diego and The community also stressed the Navy did not
proposes significantly reduccd closure costs by know the true cost of relocating or replicating
taking advantage of facilities made available NJCGreat Lakes'senginecring"h-plant" trainers
by the iccommended realignment of NSB but still justified its decision in large pait onr
New London. Projcctcd manpower reductions
contained in the DoD Force Structure Plan the prohibitive cost of moving or rebuilding

ea substantial decrease in naval force these traincrs. As an example, the community
require As jere ase i n por mentioned training simulators could bc usedstrutcture. As a result of projected manpower to rep~lace "hot-plant" trainers at a ft action

levels the Navy has two to three times the capacity of the cost of the "hot planits". a

required, as measured by a variety of indicators,
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COMMISSION FINDINGS Naval Training Center San Diego,

The Commissiot tound the Secretary's closurc California
recommendation was consiStCmt with forcc- Catcgotv: Naval 7rainitig Ccntci
structurc plan. Closare of NTC Orlando would Mission: Ti aitibg of Officci atid
contribute to the climination of excess training Enilisted Personnel
capacity which is 2-3 times greater than the Otic-lme Cost: $ 374 million
projected requirement. 1-he Commission accepted Savintgs: 1994-99: $ -8.3.5 Million (Cost)
the Navy's argument that consolidation of naval Ammal: 5 75.8 millioti
traininig at a single training site allows Dol) to Palybaclk: 9 yeatls
generate savings through the reduction of (0 1csc (ost figi u ts also iatltidc the Cost to closc
overhead expenses and the elimination of NTC Olatdo.)
redundant training staff. Consolidation of naval
training at NTC Orlando would have required SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
a substantial capital investment which the RECOMMENDATION
Commission questioned whether an acceptable
return on investment coild be realized. The Corn- Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), San Diego,

mission fouInd relocation or replacement of NTC and relocate certain personnel, equipment,
Great Lal,kes engineering propulsion systems and support to NTC Great Lakes, and other
("hot plants) at another NTC would result in locations, consistent with training requirements.

an extended period when training could not be Disposition of major tenants is as follows:

effectively conducted. In addition, the Commis- Recruit Training Command rclocatcs to NTC,
sion found NTC Great Lakes provides facilities Great Lakes; Branch Medical Clinic rclocates to
and pcr-onnel support for numerous tenants Submarinc Base, San Diego; Naval Recruiting

and regional rescrve units which could not be District relocates to Naval Air Station, North
economically replaced. Island; Service School Command (Electronic

\Varfare) relocates to Naval Training Center, Great
COMMISSION RECOMMENDAIION Lakes, Service School Command (Surface)

relocates to NTC Great Lakes; the remainder of
The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense the Service School Command relocates to NTC
did not deviate substantially from die force- Great Lakes, Naval Air Station Pensacola, and
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Fleet Training Center, San Diego.
Commission recommends the following: close
the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, and SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
rclocatc certain p)CrstnoinCl, eqtiplnc nt, and
support to N-TC Great Lakes and other doca----,--e---ci ninnpower redct ions coIn-tined in th

tions, consistent with DoD training requirements. DoD 1orce Structure Plan require a sublstantial

D)isposition o[ major tenants is as follows: decrease in naval force structure capacity. As a.

Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC rcsuhl of prIjecteul manpower levels, the Navy

Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School and the has two to three timies the calpacity re'quired, as

Nuclear "A" School relocate to the Subinarine measured by a variety of indicators, to pcrfortn

School at the Naval Submarin- Basc (NSB), the recruit training futnction. The closure of N1C
New London; Personnel Support Dctachment San DiCgo Irem1OvCs unneecdCd excess ca pacity' "

relocates to NTC Great Lakes: Scivice School and results in the realignment of training to a

Command relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Dental traitning center with a highrc military valute. T-he_

Clinic relocates to Great Lakes; Naval E-ducation resulting consolidation at NTC Great Lakes not
and Training Progratn Management Support only rcsults in the highest possible military) value

Activity discsuablislhcs. but also is the most economical alignment for
the pirocessing of peirsoncl into the Navy. In
addition, NTC San Diego has equipment and
facilitics which can mot e rcadiyi bc relocated to
another naval training c-enter.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS San Diego. Relocate certain per-soinnel, equipinletil

11e community argued NTC San Diego would and support to NTC Great Lakcs, and other
locations, consistent With training requirements.

be tile best option for singlc-sitc naval training Dispositiotn ol major tenants i; as follows:
for several reasons. lirst, San lDicgo is collocated Rccruit Trainig Command relocates to NTC,
with the f!eet. This allows for more cost-efficient Grca: Lakcs; Branch Medical Clinic relocates to
training because it permits quick filling ot Submarine Base, Sai Diego; Naval Recruiting
vacant training billets and greater interact 100 District relocates to Naval Air Station North
between operational training units. Furthermore, Island; Service School Command (Electronic
consolidating naval training at N-TC San Diego Warfarc) relocates to Naval Training Center, Great
would eliminate the need for large, recurring Lakes; Service School Command (Sturfacc)
transportation costs, since 88% of NTC San relocates to NTC Great Likes- the rciaincr or
1)ego's insL~tructors come fromn San Dicgo-bascd the Service School Commnand relocatcs to NTC
units. Retaining naval training in a Ifleet- Great Lakes, Naval Air Station Pensacola, and
concentration area would also produce a higher the Fleet Training Center, San Diego. The co-
quality of lile for NTC personnel, since fewer generation plant and the bachelor quarters
sailors would have to bc separated from their and adjacent non-appropriatcd fund activities
fkatnilies. Reduced family separation increases (marinas) located aboard NTC San Diego property
retention rates which, in turn, lowers training will be retained by the Navy to support other
costs. The community also stated NTC San Diego naval activitie s in the San Diego area. The Coin

had the capacity and land space to accept nvissiont finds this recotnmendation is consis-

additional naval training with minimal military tent with the forcc-stnicture plan and final criteria.

construtction.
X T .1 AI •C VUI LIVL4It.LCIL L/JUt~p~l

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Comntission found the Secretatv's closure Naval Aviation Depot Alameda,
recommendations were consistent with tr--jccted California
forcc-structurc reductions. Closure of NTC San Cutcgoiye : Naval Aviation Depot
l)iego w.ould contributc to the elimination of Mission: Aviat ion Dcpol Level tMn i tctnance
excess training capacity, which is two to thrce One-timc Cost: $ 171 million
times greater than thc projected requirement. Savings: 1994--99: $ 116 million
The Commission accepts the Navy's argument Annual: $ 78 million
consolidation of naval training at a singlc training Paybuck: 5 vcus
site allows DoD to generate savings through
the reduction of overhead expenses and the SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
climnination of redundant training staff. Thc RECOMMENDATIONS
Commission found NTC San Diego possesses Close Naval Aviation Depot (NADIP), Alameda
less available land to absorb training require- and rclocalc repair capability as necessary to
mcnts than the Navy's two other training centers other depot matntenancc acttvttts. 1his relocatton
and would be severely corstrained during s emay include pcrsonncl, equipment and support.
pods of mobilization or surg.he depot world ll move o oe dpo

"Ihe Secretary of' Dcfcnsc suggested a revisioll maintcnance activities, including the privac sector.
to his original March 1993 recomtnendation.
"The Commission found the revised ptoposal had SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
a higher military value and should bc adopted. Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda is recotnended

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION lor closure because its capacity is excess to that
rcquircd to Supl)ort the IoD tForce S'i tcture

-lhc Commiission finds the Secretary of Defense Plan. Pro.jected rcdolctions require att almost
deviated suhstantiially fromn criteria I and 2. 50 percent reduction iln capacity in tlic Navy
Thcrclore, the Commission recommCends the aviation depots. In (lCterniuing the mix of avia-
following: Close Naval Trainhig Center (NTC), lion (lepots which would achieve the nmaxiitnun
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reduction in excess capacity, the Navy dcter- wery divclrsc worklorce, a number of unique
mined that there must he at least one aviation capabilities, and provided a valuable syncrgy
depot at a tleCt concentratioL1 on each coast. with local Navy activities. Thc Commission also
The work performed at Naval Aviation Depot, found NADEP Alameda had higher military value
Alameda can bc performed at otlier aviation than creditcd hy the Navy. Ncvertheless, NADEP
maintenance activities, including the pirivate Alameda is the most Cxpcnsive NADEP in terms
sector. The closure of NADEP Alameda Will of ovcrall rates, and its operations can easily Le
reduce excess capacity in this category and absorhed bv the remaining NADEPs. The
maintain or increase the average military value requirement for a West Coast NA1)EP is morc
of the remaining depots. appjrop-riately met by NADI)F Nolrth Island

due to its collocation with the San Diego
COMMUNITY CONCERNS Mcgaport and lower overall rates.

-lhe community asserted NADI'P Alameda had NADt-P Alameda was dependant on the contri-
several unique capabilities and capacities. tied operation of the Naval Air Station Al-imcda.
including significant engineering and technical Without it, the NADFP would incur the extra
support and extensivc synergy with the aircraft operating costs associated with tie required
carriers berthed at NAS Alameda. Commun.Aity airfield. Due to the Commission's recommen-
reprcscntativcs stated these and other uncred- dation to close NAS Aiameda, NADEP Alameda
ited special skills and equipment should have will lose its tenant status and ability to operate
given thcm a mutchI higher military value than cost competitively.
the one determined by the Navy. In addition,
several ol the NADEP's facilities are nevw and COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
e nvirottnIentally sored Furher, they notId lTe C omniission ftilns tile 5ecrtcar' otI i)etcnse
that NADEl' Alameda has an extremely diverse did not deviate substantially from the force-
work< force. structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the

Ihe community feels the Navy COBRA analysis Commission recommends the following: close
did not provide ,1 sufficient estimate of the Naval Aviation Depot tNADIEI), Alameda and
number or extent of real costs in closing their relocate repair capability as necessary to other
operations. It helieved the costs to close NADEP depot maintenance activities. This relocatto, may
Alameda wcrc the greatest, while they, asserted include personnel, equipment and support.
NADIA' Jacksonville was the easiest and least The dlepot workload Will move to other depot
expcnsi\vc NADEP to close. It also noted Alameda maintenancc activities, including tile private sector.
had the Navy's largest amtount of missile work. Naval Aviation Depot
Finally, Alameda. had.been ...l.... o . r..i cao Norfolk,
maintenance serviccs to a large amount of Army Virginia
eqtt ipnifleitu that could be placed itl Oakland, C o: Novol A ,iotion Deot
Califoml-ia as pant of a proposed picpo' -.,irng plan. .l.ission:i LDcpot Level Aviation Maiiinicncc

Onc-timc Cost: S 220 million
COMMISSION FINDINGS Svings: 1994-99: $ 158 million
The Commission found excess capacit\ in tile Annuil: S 108 million

depot category indicated that tillr-e NADIEPs I aybIcLk: 5 yea'is
should bc closed. In evaluating combinatios
of open and closed NADEPs, tile closure of RECOMMENDATION
Alameda resulted in Iess disruption, and lower
costs. -lhe combination of other NADE's selected Close Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Norfolk:
to remaining opcl prt'rovided a better overall and relocate repair capahility as necessary to
savings, military value and reductioni of execss; other depot mLaintCnallcc activities. ibis rcloca-
capacity. tion may inetIdc I )cisOiliel, CCeuipmllenClt arid

The Conumission found NAI)LP Alameda had st.tppor' . The Depot workload will m1oveC to other

mallny' le\\', clevironelllcntall)' soun1ld facilitics, a depot lmainlltnance act ikitics, inclutd inrig tihe
private scctor.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION must be maintained on each coast. The Com-

N aval Aviat ion Depot Norfolk is recoiniended nmission evluated scenarios which corrected the

for closure because its capacity is excess to that high rates used by the Navy.

rcquired to support the DoD Force Structure It also considered the results of other manage-
Plan. Projected reduct.ions require ati almost mcn decisions which would have unfairly
50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy disadvantaged NADEP Norfolk's comparison
aviation depots. In determining the mix of avia- to other NADEPS. Even after cost adjustments,
tion depots whi:h would achieve the maximum an objective evaluation and, given the Navy's
reduction, in excess capacity, the Navy deter- requirement for a NAI)EP on each coast, the Con-
mined that there mLust be at least one ,',iation missiont found the closurc of NADEP Norfolk
depot at a fleet concntration on each coast. rcsulhed in less disruption and lower costs.
ihc work performed at NADEP, Norfolk can
be performed at other aviation maintenance COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
activities, including ihe privat secior. While The Commission finds the Secretary of Defcnse
the military value of the Naval Aviation Depot, did noI deviate suostantilly from the foece-
Norfolk was not substantially less than that of' s t ad 1 a al c ria therfor, th

" structure plan and !,sal criteria. Therefore, the
'he Naval Aviatiun Depots at Cherry Point and Commission recomrenos the I-ilowing: close
Jacksonville, those NADEPs possess unique Naval A,,iation Depot (NADI:P), Norfolk and
features and capabilities which required their relocate repair capabihty aS neCessary to other
retention. The closure of NADEP Norfolk will
reduceL excess capacity' in this category and mnain- depot maintenance activities. This relocation may
rcducc excess capacityaveragesmilitary adain-~ý Of include personnel, equipment and support. The
laie roanicng depets. Depot workload will move to other depot ntaln-

tcnance activities, inciuding, the private scctor.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS Naval Aviation Depot
"VIhe community strcssed NADEP Norfolk's Pensacola, Florida
military value score did not properly credit its Categovy: Naval Avicaiot Lepot
assets and capabilities Also, with the concen- lissi on: Dcpof Level Aviation Maintenance
tration of air and sea assets in the Norfolk area, One-time Cost: $ 214 million
the community argued having a NADEP in Savings: 1994-99: $71 millimn
Norfolk provided a valuable synergy which Atmutln: $ 51 million
resulted in cost and service efficiencies. The Payback: 5 years
con-mmunity claimed NADEP Norfolk had the
Lowest tanor eosts Coinparcd to its couiltCr-Mfrts, SECRETARY 01F DEFENSE
and the very high rate used by' tlie Navy was RECOMMENDATION
incorrect. In addition, community rcprcsent a- Close Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP),
lives challenged the Navy's justification that and relocate ripair capability as necessary to
NADI-I' Norfolk was chosen instead of Cherry othecr depot meainernance activiaihs. Thissrylo
Point because NADEP Chci-ry Point had unique ot mainc nn el ct ip'tct a-
composite capabilities. IFinally, the community ti on m 'linclDe worko ad wl q o vei ta
.sscrted closing three NAl)EP's would elinminatc support. The Depot workload will move to

too much of the Navy's in-house capacity' other depot maintenance activities, including the
therefore, a maximum of two NAI3EPs should private sector. ihe ClytatiItc componetIt andI
be closed. tor blade repair facility will remai in place.

COMMISSION FINDINGS SECRETARY OF DEFENSEJ USTIFICATION

The Cotntission found excess capacity' in the Naval Aviation Depot, Pens;lcola is recommended

depot catcgory which indicated three NA1HII'S 1cr c- osurc because its capacity' is excess to that

should be closed. I lhe Commission agreed with reuittirel to support the Dol) Force Structure

die Navy's military.judgemnent that one NADI[P Plan. Plrojecccld reductions require an almost
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Chap~ter 1

50 perc'enit reduction ill capacity in the Navy The Comnmission also found the cost to con-
aviation depots. In determining the mix of avia- struct a new whirl tower- and to accommodate
lion cldpots which would achieve the maximum Pensacola's dynamic component workload at
reduction in excess capacity the Navy deter- NADE-P Cherry Point or Corpus Chi isti Army
mined thai there must be at least one aviation Depot, was fat- less then the costs associated
depot at a ficet concentration on each coast. with keeping these activities at Pensacola.
The work performed at Naval Aviation Depot Therefore, the Commission found it was moie
Pensacola can be p,,rformed at other aviatior, economical and cost effective to close NADEP
maintenance activities, including the privatC Pensacola completely.
sector. The closure of NADFI1 Alameda will In evaluating various closure scenarios, the Coin-
reduce excess capacity iii this categr)'y and mission fouind closing NADEP Pensacola resulted
maimain or increase the average military value in less disruption and lower costs. The combi-
of the remaining depots, nation of other NADEPs remaining open proviided

COMMUNITY CONCERNS a better overall savings, military value and excess
capacity reduction.

The communit)' suiggested the process to determine The Commission found that the Navy considered
NtADEP Pensacola's military value was flawed interservicing possibilities when analyzing base
and deserved a much higher value. It noted closing closure costs. The Navy intended to interservice
NADEP Pensacola would be a major 'loss to the some of its rotary wing work from NADEP
Navy. It has an extremely diverse workforce, Pensacola to the Corpus Christi Army Depot,
performs a high level of interscivice work, and and to transfer work it was doing on Air Force
has skills in the repair and maintenance of helicopters to NAEP Cherry Point. The Corn
ret.r,-w•il l rc-7 and dynmc com~ponentsopesto.DPCle Pit TeCM
.... ,'i ir a1ctS. mission analyzed projected rotary wing workload
Its current configuration is already able to handle forecasts and found excess capaci ty eC,:isted
the new V-22 Osprey. In addition, they asserted at both the Corpus Christi and Cherry Point
no other facility could absorb their workload Depots. Accordingly, the C'-mmission agreed with
without n1ew construction, especially for a whirl the Navy plan to intcrservic 1-60 and l-I
tower to handle the largest lielicopter's blades. t ar y i la d to Cr pus H ri0 a rm)-

rotary wing workload to Corpus Chiristi Army)

T11 com1mtunity proposel all of the Navy's rotary- Depot under a depot maintenance intcrservicing
wing workload be moved to Pensacola. This agreement. "lhc Cormttission also agreed trans-
scenario, according to their estimates, would ferring thie 11-2, 1--3 and 11-53 rotary wing
provide more savings for the Navy. workload to NADEP Cherry Point was sound

policy. This plan would increase facility utiliza-
COMMANAISSIO~N EIND~ING I lion rt and contrihutc to rto oed ev-'a't

1-1ec Commission found NAIP Pensacola's 1- hourly operating costs for both of the receiving

tary valuc should have been higher due to its deps.

high level of interscrvice work, special skills COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
and cquiplicnt, umiqtie capabilities for doinig
rotary wing work, and diverse workforcc. The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense

S11C Commission evaluated the unique capa- devialed sulbstantially from criteria 4 and 5.
bilitics of NADEP Pensacola in a variety of fh1rclorc, the Commission recoimnerds the
scenarios to quantify the cost and disruption of following: close th e Naval Aviation Depot at
closing NADIEP Pensacola. I he Commission Pensacola, and relocate repair and maintenance
evaluation noted thec need for construction at capabilities for 11-I and 11-60 helicopte)s to

the recei\ ing facilities iin order to accotmmodate Corpus Christi Army D)cpot, and the re mainitig
Pensacola's workload and unique equipment. rCpaii mid mainter)ancc activitics to the NADEI>
I lowcver, the construction cost was not excessive, at Cherry Point. This relocation wili include
and did not significantly degrade the potcntial the p'rsOnlncl aLnd cCuiilM)Iicnlt necded t1 accom-
sav\ings derived from closing tlie NAIDEP. modate the new work. In addition, the Comi-

mission recommends that the whirl tower and
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dynamic component facility be moved to Cherry instead of on the intellectual capacity and
Point Navy or Coi pus Christi Army IDepots or experience of the managers. In addition, the
thle J~i-,t sctLor, inl lieu of the Navy's plan to commu11Lnity maintained the ASO's inanagemren.
retain these operations in a stand-alone facility efficiency, which amounted to just 51) of material
at NA\DEP Pensacola. The Comm-ission finds this cost, Was not considered in the service analysis.
reconmmendation is consistent Witli the force- The cormmnir nty also eniphasized savirips WereC
structure plan and final cr-iteCria. overstated because they did not r-CIeC~t the Cost

of operating the ASO.
Naval Inventory Control Points The community pointed out ASO Philadelphia

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, was a mri-nel of innovation and cost-saving tech-
Pennsylvanianiqlues, and mo1vemen~lt Would require years to

train a new work force to accomplish the same
CAltegor'Y; 1lriVent0V v Cont'ol1 Point results. The community also stated that a con-
Mission: Naval A viatiom Logistical Support solidationi of other activities in Phlliladelph)Iia at
One-timec Cost.- N/A ihe ASO compound would save $350 million.
Savinigs: NIA

Anittal: N/A COMMISSION FINDINGS

Paybac: NIAThe Commission found the savings to be realized
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, by mloving the Naval Aviation Supply Off1icC wereC

RECOMMENDATION exaggerated since the ASO Compound in North

Clos th Avatio SuplyOffce (SO) Phla- Philadelphlia Would remaini open) even alter ASO
Cplosnhe A(,viationA Suppl 1cOffice (ASO), Pila departe1d, and thle facility's operating costs were

del hiaPen i sl\'nia cI elocte cciSS~r' nt icudd in the cost anailysis. Thei Commrission

persorncie equipment and support01- to the Ship did not finld a significantL syner-gy froit collocat-
Paris Control Center- (SPCC), Mcchianicsburg, ing the ASO Withi the SP1CC in Mechanicsbtirg,
Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania. The cumulative economic impact

f;ECETAY OFDEVNSEUSTIICAIONon Phifladelphia was also found to be severe,
SECRTAR OFDEFNSE US ICAIONWilih rno appreciable savings to the Departmient

1 he i ductions in the Doi) Puree Structure Pllani of Decfense.
eqttate to at significant workload redtctIIionl for-
the Navy's inventory control points. Since there COMSINR OMEDTN
is excess capacity in this category the Nav'y The Commission finds- the Secretary of' Defense
deci ded to consolidate their two iniventory deviated substantially fr om final criteria 4, 5, 0.

Cotro (gi ',Olm au 01c l. ocation'. A-' c onipan0, 'I heretore, tlie commission rccormninrds the
consideration was the relocation of the Naval following:. the Naval Aviationl Supply Mfice,
Supp~ly] Systemis Comnmand fromt its prcsentl lPhifladclphiia, PA, remnaius opeti. The Cominis-
becat iu. i in leased] sl omc inl t1iC Nat ioiial Capital Siun finids this recommnin dcat ion is consist ent
t~eg1ioii, to a location at Wvhich it could be collo Withi the foice-struct ore plan mnd finial criteria.
cater(. with naJ or subordinate organ izattons. This
inaJu: conlsuldati on of a headquarters Witlli its Technical Centers (SPA WAR)
ope raI ihtial componenits cail be aecompIl is-licd
at SPCC, Mechanlicsburg Withi a mninimium of Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft
constrilei ion and rciahifil ~atton. The1 enid restilt Division, Trenton, New Jersey
is a si gui ýicatly inurec cIic ticnt and ec:onuntical aco:Tchlcdenl

orgalizalon. is.ýirl- 'x~c lchDevelopmenclt, 7 est il

COMMUNITY CONCERNS aittl 1Lvalmliotiil .SoptIl(i I
(Due-time Cost: $97.0 milhlo

Tl he ~I ladl p]ltia comunuiity Claimed thec mill Sm~i.,:Is: 1 99'4-11999: $.3 1.0 million
taM)' vakl ti ssesstfle lot-o ASO) Philadel ph ia Ammnal: $ 19.3 milhlo
focused onl tilie in stall at ion andI ge ogra pllý iv a'vli)cwk: I I x'eours



Chapter I

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE interest in getting out of the testing business,
RECOMMENDATION directing their work to DoD, and making it more

difficult for AEDC to handle the workload. The
Close the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air community also asserted AEDC receives a
Warfare Center (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey, substantial subsidy from the Tennessee Valley
and relocate appropriate functions, personnel, Authority; should this subsidy be rescinded, the
equipment and support to the Arnold Engineering cost for AFDC to do business would increase
Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee, and significantly.
the Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxent River,
Maryland. COMMISSION FINDINGS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION The Commission found that, unlike many of
the facilities looked at during the process,

This technical center is recommended for closure the NAWC at Trenton was fully utilized. The
because its capacity is excecs to that required Commission also found there is some risk the
by the DoD Force Structure Pba ,. h onere is excess receiving facihlties would not be able to handle
capacity in this category based on a comparison the increased workload. However, private-
of budgeted workload during the period 1986- sector capability olfsets this potential risk. In
1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A i=_reiwo h ay ugtdsly acer sum, the Commission found receiving installa- •-•..review of' the N ov), budget displays a clear tions, and tIle private Sector, could ICCO MIn odate

decline in th,. period 1995-1999. As tLin work the Workload front NAWC, Trentonu acomd
declines, the excess capacity increases thereby to
requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
"The technical centers throughout the Depart-
nIelut ol hic N'avy culicri ly iitVC ifc~t The Conin-ission hinds the c tay of.D.cnSC
exc'vss capacity as these technical centers were did not deviate substantially from the force-
established and sized to support significantly structure plan and final criteria and, therefore,
higher naval force levels and require resource the Commission adopts the following IrCcoin-

lcvcls greatly in excess of those proiceted if all mendation of the Secretary of Dcecnse: Close
resources are to be fully employed. Given this the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air Warfare

cxcess capacity and the imbalance with force Cenctr (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey, and relocate
and resource levels, it is imperative' to realign appropriate functions, pcrsonncl, equipmnct and
and compress wherever possible so that Ihe support to the Arnold Engineering Dcvelopmcnt
Icinaining technical centers will have the greatcr Center, lullahorna, Tennessee, and the Naval
military value to the Department of lie Navy. Air Warfare Center, lPatuxcnt River, Maryland.
"The closture of the Trenton Dctachme-nt com- - - - - - - --

pletes a realignnent of NAWCs approved by Naval Air lechnical Services Faclity
the 199] l)clense Base Closure and Realignment PhilaC ziphia, Pennsylvania
Coin mi1ssion, With continuing reductionls in torces Caieigotyc T/chniicol Cc.tct
being SUlpported and in resource levelst. FIurthCr Mission: Technicao Publication 5tuppotl
consolidations arc rcquirCd so that we may have Onc-tinc Coslt NIA
the most efficient and economic operation. Samings: N/A

Aoitttl:. NIA
COMMUNITY CONCERNS lctyboack: N/A

The commtulity augued Arnold Einginccring SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
l'tevclopnicnt Center (AHI)C) does not have the RECOMMENDA]ION
capacity to asstunc NAWC's worldoad. The corn-
muinity questioned the ability of AI-I)C aMid Close the Naval Air I echical Sc,vices Facility,
littuxcit River to handle the increased workload P1hliladelpiia and relocalc certain personnel,
rCsult inrig from the 1991 base clo-surC Clcision cquipmnltC and so morl to tlic new NMval Air
10 m]/ovC worl.k out oI 1 relitoll. T1he colmnmunily Syst ins Coiniimd l leadquartcrs, Pattuxent

also poiilecd lto the plivalc sectors lllincrasitng River, Maryland.
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Chapter I

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION thousand, made this an economically unsound
recommendation. Additionally, the CommissionProjected reductions in the DoD Force Structure found compelling the potential cost savings and

Plan results in a decrease in required technical reducom ein tr e p on g t savings on

center capacity. Budget levels and the number reduction in workload amrong the Services of
establishing a joint organizanion under the

of operating forces being supported by techni- auspices of NATSF.
cal centers continue to decline. The technical
centers throughout the Department of the Navy COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
currently have significant excess capacity as these
technical centers were established and sized to The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
support significantly higher force levels and deviated substantially from final criteria 1. and
require resource levels greatly in excess of those 4. Therefore, the Commission adopts the following
projected. Given this excess capacity and the recommendation: the Naval Technical Services
imbalance with force and resource levels, it Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open.
is imperative to realign and consolidate wherever The Commission finds this recommendation
possible so that the remaining technical centers is consistent with the force-structure plan and
will have the greater military value to the DoD. final criteria.
Closure of the Technical Services Facility, elimi- Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory
nates excess capacity and allows the consolidation
of necessary functions at the new headqaarters Port. Hueneme, Califoniia
concentration for the Naval Air Systems Con- Category: Technical Center
mand producing economies and efficiencies in
the management of assigned functions. This Mission:Faciliiy Engineering, Studies

consolidation will also incorporate the Depot One-time Cost: $ 27.0 million

Operation Center and the Aviation Maintenancc Savir,,s: 1994-99: $7.4 nilivwa

Office currently at Patuxent River. Annual: $37.3 million
Payback: 8 years

COMMUNITY CONCERNS SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The community noted NATSF and the Aviation RECOMMENDATION
Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, have Close this technical center and realign necessary
developed a synergistic relationship in putting functions, personnel, equipment, and support
logistics and technical documentation together. fun ction pers on eent, Port
The community cited the potential for estab- at the Construction Battalion Center, Port
lishing at the facility a central DoD technical Hueneme, California.
puhlicai ions organization. Such an organization
could eliminate duplicate workload among SHCAtLIAKY UF UDEFENSLjUciWiATION

the Services and, thus, save money. Further, Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory (NCILL) is
the community claimed that by remaining in recommended for closure because its capacity
Philadelphia along with other interservice is excess to that required by the DoD Force
organizations, NATSF would maintain a high Structure Plan. There is excess capacity in this
degree of perceived impartiality. In contrast, category based on a comparison of budgeted
moving to NAS Paiuxent River would make worloaddurngtheperiod 1986-1995 andthe

NATSF appear to be a Navy organization. FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the
Navy budget displays a clear decline in the

COMMISSION FINDINGS period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines,

The Commission Tfound Doi) had not adcquately the excess capacity increases thereby requiring
addressed the true costs and lpotential savings a reduction in facilities and pcrsonnel. The tech-

of the proposed action. The Commission found nica! centers throughout the Department of the

aftcr segregating this action into a discreet set Navy currently have significant excess capacity

of numbers, the one-time cost of $22 million, as these technical centers were established and

coupled with a steady state savings of only $800 sized to support signilicanly higher naval lorce
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levels and require resource levels greatly in SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
excess of those projected if all rcsourcc.• arc to RECOMMENDATION
be fully employed. Given this excess, caCpacity Close Naval Electronics Systems Engineering
arid the imbalance with force and resource levels, Center (NESEC) StL Inigocs, Maryland, diseesab-
it is imperativc to realign and compress wherever lieh NESEC Charleston, South Carolina and Naval
possible so that the remaining technical cemers Electronics Security Systems Engineering Center
will have the greater military value to the Depart- E sSc uy Washing Centement of the Navy. The Department of the Navy (NESSEC), Washington, DC. Consolidate the
will dispose of this property and any proceeds Centers into an East Coast NESEC at Portsmouth,will besuse o defra y ase cou pees Virginia. The ATC/ACLS facility at St. Inigoes
witl be used to defray base closure expenses. and the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will
COMMUNITY CONCERNS remain in place and will be transferred to

Naval Air Systems Command.
There were no formal expressions from the
Coill-munit\'. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

COMMISSION FINDINGS This recommendation was rejected by the 1991
DoD Base Closure and Realignnmrlnt Commission.

The Commission found the required engineering In doing so, the Commission stated that DoD
service mission areas of NCEL. can be performed had failed to explore other alternative sites and
at Construction Battalion Center (CBC) Port had failed to address asserted problems at Ports-
Iluenerne, CA. The mnove achieved savings in mou1. with testing of radars and comnimunica-
facility operations costs and personnel reduc- tion equipment. Several new factors contributcd
tions by using common support provided by to the renewal of this recomnnendation.
C3C Port HuenemL :and also p~rovides a 32-acre The DoD Force Structure Plan shows a signif .t-
WatCr rout proper~ty lourreuse. carnt further decrease in force structure from

thai in 1991, giving rise to additional excessCOMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
capacity. The facilities at St. Inigoes, Maryland,

"T-he Commission finds the Secretary of Defense onCe NESEC St. Inigoes relocates to Portsmouth,
did not devNiotc substantially from the force- would be available to support the major rcloca-
structure plan and final criteria, and therefore, tion to the Patuxent River complex of (lie Naval
the Commission recommnends the following: Close Air Systems Command and several of its subor-
Naval Civil Enginlccring Laboratory (NCEL), Port dinate organizations. This move results in both
HIIu':nemc, CA, and realign necessary functions, substantial organizational efficicocics and cco-
ipesoitnel, eqtUiplncnt, and support at the nomies and is a significant element of the Navy's
Construction Bat.alaion- Center, Port i i ucrin|Ic, (uiil'lp. ailicc . With ic "L lUD . . ,icy to ni-OVC

Calilornia. activities out of leased space in the National
Capital Region (NCR) DoD owned facilities. I he

Naval Electronic Centers Portsmouth consolidation includes N ESSEC
Charleston, South Carolina; Washington, DC, resulting in an additional
Portsmouth, Virginia; St. Inigoes, relocation from leased space lt, the N CR into

DoD owned lacil i ties. lhe Portsmouth conso.i-
Maryland; and Washington, D.C. dation also achicvcs a major reduction in

Cc•icgo I - h. Ilmllical ccinter cxccss capacitdy for these activities and with this
Miswi').' l-t 'rvt(' lngitmcct ritg consolidalion in Porlsnl)outhl, the NaX y Manage-
Oric-'i nc Cost $ 44.4 million nmiCt Sulpport Office can bc consolidated at this
Smvings: 1994-99. $ 32.3 milliom Center. Without the lPortsniou1tl consolidatiom),

Antitut: $ 11.1 million the benefits iCesulting l lrom tli synergy of con-
1Pqybkc. J1 '1 VI Its solidating the threC centers would riot be rcalizCd,

and the reduction in cxccss capacity would be
adversely impacted.
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Chapter 1

The Portsmouth consolidation utilizes, as the PORTSMOUTH
magnet site for this consolidation, the installation -
with the highest military value of all activities The community indicated ecectro-nmagnetic
in tl-,e cluster. A review of the certified data call interference was not a problem. It claimed the
responses indicates that one of the reasons for NESEC needs to remain in the Norfolk area.
this military value rating is NESEC Portsmouth's
current capability to perform a broad range of ST. 1NIGOES
testing functions on a wide variety of commu- The community contended the military value
nications and radar systems, including the grade for Naval Electronics Systems Engineering
Submarine Broadcast System, Relocatable Over- Activity (NESLA) St. Inigoes was understated
the-Horizon Radar, Tactical Secure Voice, and because of miscalculations in the technical,
the AN/SLQ-32(V) 1/2/3/4/5. At its Fleet facilities, manpower and location categories. Also
Engineering Support Center is a completely the community claimed they did not get credit
integrated shipboard communications system for area quality of life capabilities and pointed
that contains a sample of every communications out NESEA St. Inigoes had a unique conibina-
receiver, transmitter, data link and ancillary tion of facilities suited to its mission. that would
terminal hardware in the LF through UIHF not be available at Portsmouth. Accordingly, they
frequency range. The radar systems testing asserted there would be a high loss of skilled
capability is enhanced by the AN/SSQ-74(V) personnel who would not relocate, resulting in
Radar and Communications Signal Simulator a significantly reduced Navy capability. It also
with its associated antenna farm. These capa- stated that concerns about the consolidation
bilities, particularly when joined with those of expressed by the 1991 Commission were not
the other activities in this consolidation, gives addressed by the Navy in 1993. The commu-
the Navy a most formidable technical center nily also expressed concern about the sharply
which, because of the consolidation, will be able increased unemployment in St. Mary's County,
to function morc economically and efficiently Maryland, associated with the closure of NESEA,
than these activities could if separate. St. Inigoes that would take place if the NCR

relocation does not backlill through the transft
COMMUNITY CONCERNS of Naval Air System Command to NAS Patuxent

River, MD.
CHARLESTON

The community contended the closu'c of NESEC WASHINGTON

Charleston and other bases in Charleston would There were not formal expressions from tie
have a disastrous economic impact on the corn- community.
munity. The Charleston area has already lost
enmfployment due to retrenchment at Naval Ship- COMMISSION FINDINGS
yard Charleston and expects further losses due
to cutbacks at the Polaris Missile Facility, The Conimmssion fully stpports the Navy's effort
Atlantic (POMFLANT). The community empha- to consolidate the Naval Electronics Systems
sized the closure of the N[SEC alone would lEgineering Centers and Activities. I-lowever,
result in the direct and indirect loss of 3,776 the Commission found that while NESEC

jobs, or 1.61, of employment base. All of the Portsmoulh is not responsible for electro-

proposed base closures in the Charleston area magnetic interfCrelncc (EMI) problems, the EMI

would negatively impact approximately 15%, of situation in Portsmouth is of sufficient concern

the employment base. It argued that statewide, that it should not be the Eiast Coast Electronics

South Carolina stood to be hit harder than Centelr. Furthermore, the cost of renovating and

any otiler state relative to its population. South building facilities at St. Julien's Creek was found

Carolina would lose one--third of all military to be unacceptably high. The Commission found

jobs and one-sixth of all the civilian positions the most economical solution providing a rela-

in this round of base closures. tivcly EMI free environment is the consolidation
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of the NESECs and NESEA at Charleston, South SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
Carolina. Finally the cumulative economic impact This action is recommended to eliminate redun-
resulting from Commission recommendations to T t roee
close multiple Charleston Navai facilities would dancy in geographic coverage in Naval telecom-

be severe. 1munications. Projected reductions contained in
the DoD Force Structure Plan support a decrease

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION in telecommunications capacity. South-Atlantic
VLF communications coverage is duplicated by

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense the NRTF Annapolis and NCTS Puerto Rico,
deviated substantially from final criteiia 1, 2, 5 and the Mid-Atlantic VLF by NRTF Annapolis
and 6. Therefore, the Commission recommends and NRTF Cutler, Maine. Since both the Puerto
the following: Naval Electronics Systems Engi- Rico and the Maine facilities also are the sole
neering Center (NESEC), Charleston remains coverage for another geographic area, and since
open and becomes the new East Coast lead NRTF Annapolis is no-, it could be disestablished
facility. The Commission provides for the without eliminating coverage. The property on
retention of Charleston Naval Station and which this activity has been sited will be
Naval Shipyard facilities that are deemed retained by the Navy to support educational
necessary to establish or support this East requirements at the Naval Academy.
Coast NESEC. NESSEC, Washington closes and
moves to NESEC, Charleston. NESEC, Portsmouth COMMUNITY CONCERNS
closes and moves to NESEC, Charleston, except The community
for a detachment of fewer than 60 people. h argued the NRTF Annapolis
NESEA, St. Inigoes closes and moves to NESEC, signal was more dependable than NRTF Cutler,

Charleston. Module Maintenance Facility Moves Maine. The community believed the work of
fiorn .m.................~ . T NRTF Anninolis could be done with substan-

Ciii.,IitIa oo aav,, nflipyaid to NE SEC
Charleston. The ATC/ACLS facility, the Aegis tially fewer people than are used presently creating

Radio Room Laboratory, identify Friend or Foe, a greater cost savings. This cost savings would

Light Airborne Multipurpose System (LAMPS), allow the Navy to maintain the radio facility.

and special warfare joint program support COMMISSION FINDINGS
at St. Inigoes will remain in place and will be
transferred to Naval Air Systems Commnand. The The Commission found the transmission coverage
Commission finds this recommendation is consis- of NITF Annapolis created a redundanicy in
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria, the area covered. The primary facility, NRTF

Navy Radio Transmission Facility Cutler, Maine, was essential to the geographic
configuration of the Naval telecommunications

Annapolis, Maryland rni•i•in Th-Ceo( --ni ni,, Found NR'T Annapolis

Calegoiy: Tclccomiaiuiicathos Activity could lc eliminated with no loss of trans-
Mission: Naval Tclcholllni al iois mission coverage. The retained land would be
One-time Cost: $ -0.5 million (ý,avings) utilized by the U.S. Naval Academy to support
Savitigs: 1994-99: .S 6.025 inillion educational requirements.

Annual: $ 137 thousand
Paybac!k: Irn medialc COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

SECRFTARY OF DEFENSE -lThe Commission finds thc Secrelary of Defense
RECOMMENDATION did not deviate substantially from the force-

structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Disestablish the Navy Padio Transmission Facility Conmmission recommends the following: dis-
(NI ['), Annapolis. 1 he Navy shall retain the establish the Navy Radio Transmission facility
real propcrty on which this facility resides. Annapolis, Maryland. lhe Navy shall retain the

real propcrty on which this facility resides.
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Navy Radio Transmission Facility Technical Centfe s (NAVSIA)
Driv,-r, Virginia Naval Surface Warf.k.re Center-

Category: 1 elccom munfica[tions Activity Dahgren, White Oak Detachment,
Mission: Naval Telccommniunications
One-time Cost: $478 thousand White Oak, Marylan~d
Savings: 1994-99: $9.821 million Category: Technical Center

Annual: $2.06 million Mission: Rescarch, Devclopnica:. Tcsting,
Payback: Immediate and Evaluation Support

One-time Cost: $ 74.6 million
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Savings: 1994-99: $ -3.3.2 miUlion (Cost)
RECOMMENDATION Annual: $ 21.9 million

Close the Navy Radio Transmission Facility Payback: 9 years
(NRTF), Driver. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION RECOMMENDATION

This closure is recommcnded to. eliminate redun- Disestablish the White Oak Detachnt of

dancy in geographic coverage in Naval telecoi- the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC),
munications. Projected reductions contained in (Dahllgren), located at White Oak, Maryland.

the DoD Force Structure Plan support a decrease Relocate its functions, personnel, equipment

in telecommunications capacity. Mid-Atlantic ard support to NSWC-Dahlgren, Virginia. The
• proertyand facilities at White Oak will be

high frequency communications coverage is ..r .operta
duplicated by NRTI- Driver and NR-TF Saddle 1ta,�iiu for usc by ttic Navy so that it may,
duplicateFlrda. byamong other things, relocate the Naval SeaSystems (NAVSEA) Command from leased

COMMUNITY CONCERNS space in Arlington, Virginia.

There were no formal expressions from the SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
community. This technical centcr is recommended for closure

COMMISSION FINDINGS because its capacity is excess to that required
by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess

The Commission found the coverage provided capacity in this category based on a comparison
by NRTF Driver was redundant to the coverage of budgeted workload during the period 1986-
providcd by NRTF Saddle Branch. The primary 1995 and the FY 1993 budgcted workioad.
facility, NRTF Saddle Branch, was essential to A review of the Navy budget displays a clear
the geographic configuration of the Naval decline in the period 1995-1999. As thlc work
telecommunications mission. The Commission declines, the excess capacity increases thereby
found NRTF Driver could he eliminated without requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel.
loss of transmission coverage. The technical centers throughout the D)Cpart-

ment of the Navy currently have significant excess
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION capacity as these technical centers were estab-

lished and sized to support significantly higher
The Commission finds the Secretary of Defcnse naval force levels and require resource lcvcls
did s ot deviate substantially trom The force.- greatly in excess of those projected if all
strtcture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the resources are to be fully cnployed. Given this
Commission recommeinds the foihlowig: Clos c exccss capacity and the imbalance with force
the Navy, Radio Transmis ion Faciiiyv (NRTF, aind resource levels, it is imperative to iealign
Driver, Virginia. and comprelrss whercvcr possible so that the

remaining technical centers will have the greater
military value to the Department of the Navy.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

There were no formal expressions from the

cor1munity. Disestablish the Naval Surface Warfare Center
(NSWC)-Carderock, Annapolis Detachment,

COMMISSION FINDINGS Annapolis, Maryland, and relocate the necessary

Iie Commission found the consolidation of functions, personnel, equipment and support
personnel and functions contained in this to the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)-persnne an funtiols ontanedin his Cardcrock, Philadelp~hia Detachment, Philadellphia,
recon mendat ion makes sense from an opera- Pennsylvania, and NSWC-Carderock, Bethesda,

tional perspective. The Commission also found Maryland.

the driving factor behind this planned action is Maryland.

not predicated upon, nor dependent upon, other SECRETARY OF DEFENSEJUSTIFICATION
actions within the National Capital Region.

The Secretary suggested a revision to his March This technical center is recommended for

1993 recommendation. The Commission found disestablishment because its capacity is excess

that the revised proposal had a higher military to that required by the DoD Force Structurevhalute andishod beoposl ado hPlan. There is excess capacity in this category
value and should be adopted. based on a comparison of budgeted workload

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION during the period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995
budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget

1he Commission finds that the Secretary of Deftnse displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999.
deviated substantially from the force structure Thus, as the work declines, the excess capacity
and final criterio 1. Therefore, the Commis- increases thereby requiring a reduction in
sion recommends the following: disestablish the facilities and personnel. Tlhe technical centers
White Oak Detachment of the Naval Surface throughout the Department of the Navy cur-
Warfare Center (NSWC), (Dahlgren), located at rently have significant excess capacity as these
White Oak, MD. Relocate its functions, personnel, technical centers were established and sized to
equipment, and support to NSWC-Dalhlgrcn, VA. support significantly higher naval force levels
NSWC-Indian Itead, Indian Head, MD, and and require resource levels greatly in excess of
NSWC-D1ahlgren, Coastal Systems Station, those projected if all resources are to be fully
Panama City, FL. The pioperty and facilities at employed. Given this excess capacity and the
White Oak will bc retained for use by the Navy imbalance with force and rcsouLrc levels, it is
so that it may, among other things, relocate the imperative to realign and compress wherever
Naval Sea Systems (NAVSEA) Command from possible so that the remaining technical centers
leased space in Arlington, VA. The Commission will have the greater military' valuc to the
finds this recommendation is consistent with Department of the Navy.
the force-structurc plan and final criteria.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS
Naval Surface Warfare Center-

Carderock, Annapolis Detachment, The Annapolis community stressed in 1991 the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Coin-

Annapolis, Maiyland Mission tound NSWC Annapolis essential to

Category: -Technill u Cciletcr current and lut ur mission requirements. Tfilc
Mission: Researcrh, Dcvcoptennl, Tcsting, community noted the site facilities were acknowl-

And Evalut ion Syport edged to be superior by the 1991 Commission.
Onc-timc Cost: N/A The community also highlighted the 1high
Sa'ings: N/A retention rates among an cxtrencily educated

Anincal: N/A and experienced staff. It also cml)hasizcd the
lla.yltctl: N/A Navy's analysis of excess capacity was global

and mot sl)ccilic to the work done at NSWC
Annapolis. lhe community maintained the
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services provided by NSWC Annapolis were SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
essential rcgardless of downsizin .g, and it would This technical center is recomminended for
be expensive and timeI-consumling to replicate dssals etbcus t aaiy secs
thc facility's services elsewhere. The commilunity dcisethat cqirden by~s its capcit F ircexSrcturs

also objected to thc Navy's plan to implemenrt this t htrqi-dh h o oc tutr
realgnmnt ropsalsine itwoud rquie egi- Plan. There is excess capacity in t1his category'

neers to commute to Annapolis, Maryland, from based on a com~parison of budgeted workload

their new offices in Philadelphia, Peninsylvania, during the pcriod (l 198-19)95 and the FY 1995

and Bethesda, Maryland in order to con1duct budgeted workload. A rev iew ol' the Navy budget

rou1.tineC ort-goinig research and dCVe1lopmen1L_ display's, a clear dlecline inl the perOio 1995-]1999.
As the work declines, the excess capacity'

COMMISSION FINDINGS increaises thereby requiring a redcuction ini
facilities and person nel. The technical centeris

The Commission found ti-i DoD recommnicrda- throughout the Dcparuteniet of the Navy'
tion overstated the p-oten-tial savh igs from the currently' have sigt-ificantI excess capacity' as thecse
proposed action by' t-ot taking into account added technical centers werc establtshed anid sized to
costs antI 1inefficiecieis, reCsulting froml having support significantly' hiigber naval force levels
eniginieering peirsot-nel separated from their anld reqluire resource levels gteatly' in excess of
tcst facility. Additionally, one of' the primiary' th-ose proijctecl if all resourcs are to I-i full)'
motives of .this recommendation appinirs to 1-i employed. Giv'en this excess capacity' and ti-i
reduction in personnel. jimblanh1(ce With 101-CC anld resource levels, it is

impe rativ'e to realign and compre1_SS Wherever
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION possible so th-at the remainling technical centers

-Will halVC t1-iC greCAter militaryýIP VL11-c. to theC
The Comnmission filiS ithe m Sc retLany' of Defet msc Il)partmenCt of the N avy.
deviated substantially lr(-itfin al criteria 4f and
5 and, there-lore, adlopts thme followinig recoin- COMMUNITY CONCERNS
mendlation: the Naval Surface Warfare Ceniter,
Annapolis, MD), remaints open anid is not The Coinnutn-11ity argtierl relocat inrg the Virginia
disestablishedl Thle Comm111ission finds this Beach Detachmnirt of the Naval Surface Warfare
rconI111i medat ion is consistent witll] the force- Center-, Port I luenemeli, to ti- icFlee Combat Training
strtuctunre plan and final criteria. Ccrntcer, Diami N eck, Vi rgi cm a, wvould d cest roy'

NavalSurfae Warare Cnterti-Ser\AC ice eginerICing Workload Sy'riCrgi:S
Nava Sufac WarareCener-created by' the 1991 Defense Ba.se CIlostire's

Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach recalignmenti of tl-i Virginia Beach Dectachmencrt

Detachment, Virginia Beach, ol thle Naval SniL1ace Warlare Ceniter Port
I l-Ittenen, to VC-I)SSA P ain Neck. Fort her, theVirginia n1111iy)itd 1 il:Mvg

(Aittgoit. I itt. licat l Q-11t'? the Virginia Beach Dcl"ciraclnt of the N aval
Mission: 3m i linirl Siprorf oJ Shitphoalid i),swills' Stirface Warfare Center, Port II uceniic, awvay'
Omit -unit' cost: . 2.0 milhlot friom a similar11 tii-ser-vicc eniginc Unction
.Scvtm,gs 1 994-99. $ 8. 1 inill ott to the Ficet Combat Triaining L-crte r Atlantic,

Aittnl: $' 6 9 ntiIhiolm Damn Neck, Virginia, which is a tr-aining function.

I 'ty'l~m~k:.3 r i.'The coimmlunity' also conitended thec 1 993 Dclcn-c

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Base (ilosntre Cotunm1ission1's es61iattLI savingss
RECOMMENDATION reflct plannedCC perso-ine11C redctIion01s, nuot

ICIIted~c ti-si~n ove0\rhead costs.
I)isest ablish t he Vi rgni a-Bend m Detach mci it ol
time Naval Surface Wu/rlare Center, Port I1 ok(ýcticin COMMISSION FINDINGS
an1d relc10ate its 1[t11tictit s, l-CirsotiC, tLil111t ic1 equipmentS01 0~n 11 poosd(I
and sul-il-ort to the FIClee Combat Trlaining Cetiter-, 1leCi i s nl i -t rpsd
Dam Neck, \'irginia. est abl ish men it inv\olv'ed a m1iiiinimal phiy'sical

relocation. TImei proposedl mote to at larger base
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Chapter I

would allow the Navy to gain some operational and require resource levels greatly in exccss of
efficicncics not otherwise achievable. those projected if all resources are to be fully

employed. Given this excess capacity and the
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION imbalance with force and resource levels, it is
The Commission finds thC Secretary, of Defense imperative to realign and compress wherever
The t Com ission findstStartially frof De fense- possible so that the remaining technical centers
did not deviate substantially from the force- will have the greater military' value to thc

structure plan and final criteria, Lnd therefore Depa ve the Nat y.

the Commission adopts the following recom- Department of the Navy.

mendation of the Secretary of Defense: disestablish COMMUNITY CONCERNS
the Virginia Beach Detachment of the Naval
Surface Warfare Center, Port HCucncmc, and The community believed the Navy understated
relocate its functions, personnel, equipment, the Warfare Center's military value ranking by
and support to the Fleet Combat Training not fully considering the installation's wide range
Center, Dam Neck, Virginia. of engineering and logistics services. The corn-

Wmunity stated in-service engineering facilities
Naval Undersea Warfare Center- should be located near fleet customers to be

Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, responsive. By moving the Center's activities to
Virginia Newport, Rhode Island, the Navy would be

catc'gorv:-lechnicll Center tmoving those services farther away from the
- cicustomers.

Mission: In-scrvicc enginecrinig in support
of utide rwdatcr velicles COMMISSION FINDINGS

Onci-timC Cost: $ 18.0 millinO
Savings: 1994-99: S 6.0 million The Commrnission found the Navy had under- --

Annual: $ 5.0 million stated the costs associated with the pioposed
Payback: 6 years closure of NUWC Norfolk in two areas. First,

transportation costs associated with the proposed
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE relocation of activities had been underestimated.
RECOMMENDATION Second, the cost to the Navy of getting out of

Discsialish the Norfolk Detachment of' the its current lease in Norfolk had not been

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport, Rhode adequately' stated. The Commission also found the _.

Island, and relocate its functions, personne!, activitiesl in Newport and Norfolk erice organi-

equipment and support to the Naval Undersea zationally linked, and increased efficiencies and
Wariare Centerr(NUWC), Newport, Rhode-lsland. synergy would be gained from their collo-

I " " cation. Thits increase in the operational

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION functioning of the combined organization out-
weighs the costs associated with the closure

This techrtical center is recommended for closu1re ot the Norfolk facility, and the resulting
because its capacity is excess to that required relocation to Newport.
by the approved DoD el oice Structure Plan. There
is excess capacity in this category based on a COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
comparison of budgeted workload during the The Comumission finds the Secretary of Defense
periodl 198b--1995 and the tY 1995 budgeted did not deviate sUnstantially from the force struc-
workload. A review of the Navy budget displays lud n defia l sub tania and, the forc tr-
a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, turc plan and fial criteria and, therefore, theas te wrk eclnes theexcss apaity Cormnission adopts the following recoltnlnen-~
as the Work declines, the q n exdcss capacity dation of the Secretary of Defense: disestablish
ilictiases ahndper neb l heQuirig a tedch tiol 'en the Norfolk Detachment of the Naval Undersea
ticilities and personnel. The technical, ceters Warfuc Center, Newport, Rhode Island, and
throughout the Department of the Navy relocate its ftuctions, persornel, equipment -ind
currently have signiiicant excess capacity as I

these technical ccnters were cstabltshcd and sized SUplori to the Naval Undersea. Warfarc Ccntcr,

to support significantly higher naval force levels Newport, Rhode Island.
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Planning, Engineering for Repair be fully employed. Given this exccss capa,:ily
and Alteration Centers (PER)and the imbalance with force and resource

levels, it is imperative to realign and comprcss

Catcgory: Technical Cecitcrs wherever possible so that tile remaining tech-
Mission: Ship Repair Planning nical centers will have the greater military value
PERA (CV) to the Department of the Navy.
One-time Cost: $ 6.3 million
Savings: 1994-9o. $ -4.46 million (Cost) COMMUNITY CONCERNS

Annual: $ 0.74 million
Pavback: 17 years (PERA Surface, Philadelphia)

PEA (All others combirled) The community stated the Navys study of PEIRA

One-time Cost: $ 8.9 million Philadelphia was fundamentally flawed because

Savings: $ 1.2 million, the community alleged the Navy dtd not use

Annual: $ 2.3 million certified data. Furthermore, the comllllunity

Payback: 7 ycats claimed the Navy's proposal could not realize
real savings in either personnel or monetary terms

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE because the projected elimination of positions
RECOMMENDATION could not actually occur. The community also

stated the Navy did not consider an alternative
Disestablish the following four technical centers proposal from the community that would save
and relocate necessary functions, personnel, $16 million.
equipment, and support at the Supervisor of
Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, San Diego, (VERA CV, Brcnmcrtoti)
California, Portsmouth, Virginia and Newport The community stated the mission of PFRA (CV)

News, Virginia: was substantially different from both PERA

(PERA)-(CV), Bremerton, Washington, (Surface) and Supervisor of Shllphni1ding. It
noted the move of PERA (CV) would not 1)rcak-
ever, for seventeen years--the longest break-c cn

(PERA)-(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, period of any naval activity recommended for
California, closure or realignment.

(PERA)-(Surface) (ttQ), Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania. COMMISSION FINDINGS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSEJUSTIFICATION In the case of PEIZA (HQ) Philadelphia, the Con-

These echnical cmenter arc recommnended f mission found the Navy's recommendation was
based on ccrtified data, and tie personnel

discstablishment because their capacity is excess reductions proposed by the Navy were reason-
to that required by the DoD Force Structure able. The consolidation proposed for the PEIýA
Plan. There is excess capacity in this category centers allows for efficiencies of collocation.
based on a comparison of budgeted workload
during the period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget C
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. The 1cCommission finds the Secretary of I)cfensc
Tlhus, as the work declines, the excess capacity did not deviate substantially from the force-
increases thereby requiring a reduction in structure plan and final criteria. Tlhereforc, tile
facilities and personinel. The technical centers Commission recommiends the following: dis-
throughout the Department of the Navy establish the following lour technical centers
currently have significant excess capacity as and relocate necessary functions, personnel,
these technical centers were established and equipiment, and support at the Supervisor
sized to support significantly higher naval force of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, San
levels and require resource levels greatly in Diego, California, Portsmouth, Virginia and
excess of those projected it all resources are to Newport News, Virginia:
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(1P1LRkA)-(CV), Brcntecrton, WAashington, COMMUNITY CONCERNS

(PRA-(urfacc) Atlantic, Norfolk, Thlere wcrc no fortoal cxprcssio' is from the
Virginia, cotmmun ity.

(PIIRA-(Surfacc) Pacific, San Francisco,
California, COMMISSION FINDINGS

(PIeRA)srtrfaccn i IQaiadlha I-lie Commission 1found t1cr-c was cxccss capac-

SeanAu toae Dania. SsesAtvt it)' in thce Tcchnical CCnte~r base category.
Sea utoatedDat SysemsActiity Considering the rnced to realign and consoli-

Indian Head, Maryland date these facilities \vhcrevcr possible, and
Cact. oyIcnaiCne considering thle feasihilit v of Conlsol idat ing this

Miso:Daot An tonat ion Support lacil ity in partieular, the Commission found it
Onei inie Cot -. 1ntlin Svne)ws in thc best intcrcst,; of thc Navy~ to disestablish
Sovc-iny Cost4-9: $ -0.1 m1illionl6111'S SLAADSA Indian H ead, MD. The proposed
sAnnulg:19-9 S 0 .5 nttlton action i-, primarily organizational. 1 he one-
Ia mmalta $ 0.5 mlh', timeC Costs of thle proposed action are negligible,

Pa-vmck. 6.yars and( the disestablishment of SEAADSA pays
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE for itself almost inmmediately'.
RECOMMENDATION

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
Dises;tablish the Sea Au~tomatled Data Systemis
Activity (SEAADSA) and relocate necessary fune- Thle Commission finds thec Secretary of Defense
tions, persoinnel, equipment, and support at Naval did not deviate substantially from the force-
Surface Warfare C enter 0ij\ inv ditoan i iead, stt'uetu"r plan and final enter ia. There~fore, thec
Mar-ylancf. Commission adopts the following recomnnien.-

dlation Of thle SecretCary of' Defense: Disestablish
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION the Sea Automated Data Systems Activity

(SFAADSA) and relocate necessary' functions,
This technical center is recommrended for pers oinel, equripmetnt, and stupport at Naval
disestabl ishmientt becauIse its capacity' is excess Surfakce Warfare Center (NSWC), Indian Head,
to that required by' Ihe DOD) i~oree-Struetutre Mat y'Ia nd.
Plan. There is excess Capacity in this category'
b~ased on a comparison of' budgeted workload Submarine Maintenance,
during the period l980-1995 and thle F)' 1995 Engineering, Planning and
lbtdget workload, A r-eview of' thle Navy' budiget
dislS1ay's a1 clear- dcine11 inl thle per1iod 1995-1999.
Thus, as thle work declines, the excess capacity New Hampshire
increases thereby' req~uiring A red net ion in Cateot: 7Wea Centelr
facilities and personnecl. The technical cenitet's Missionl: Shtip IRepai Plai (ilifi g
throughotut the Departmecnt of the Navy' One-tinte Cost:, $ 1.2 milloio
currently' have significant excess capacity' as these .S(1011S.. I 994i-99: S 8.7 mtillioti
technical micnets wecre established and sized to Animal: $ 2.0 millioni
support significantly' higher naval force lev'els 11ao'vback: 3 \'ei is
and reqluire resource levels greatly! in excess of
those pro.iect if all resoutces arc to he ftilly' SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
em1ployedc. Given thtis ece(.ss Capacity' and thie RECOMMENDATION
imbalance with force and re~source les'els, it is isths ilSumrnMatencFg-
imfperat ive to realign and conmpress whecrever D1cistalish P lienSubmarn e Ma)L1-intenatl l .S ngi-P)

will have soit 1wgethe rinainin teary'ival mieto th New H amnpshire, and relocate the necessary'
Wil )epar C tuntofte N1-avy',1dtF' aLC 0tl funlctions, per-sonnel, eqciiprnenlt, and support

Dcprtmnt f te Nvy.at P~ortsmouthi Naval Shipyard, IKittery', Maine.
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SECRETARY OF I)ElENSE JUSTIIFICATLON disestablish the Submiarine Maim cnance, Engi -
ibistechica cener i reommedednecring, l'lanning and Procurement (Sb BMEPPI),

Thistechicalcentr isr~conmcncdiorI N~ ll Iampsh irc, ,and relocatc the necessary Ilunc-
disestablishment because its capacity is exccss tions, personnel, equipment, and( suppor-t at
to that requiredl by ti i DOD Force structure Portsmlouth N~aval Shipyard, K-ittie ry, Maine.
Plan. ibhere is excess capacity in this category
based oil a comparisonl of budgeted workload Naval Sufpply Centers
during tlic pcriod 1980- 1095 and the FY 19)95
budget workload. A review of the Navy buidget Fleet and Industrial Supply
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Center (Naval Supply Center)
Thus, as tile work, declines, the excess capacity
increases thereby requiring a reduction in Charleston, South Carolina
facilifies and personnel. The technical centers Cawegoivý: Suppl y Center(,
thrIou~ghout1 the Department of the Navy Mission: Slnppl' SappolI
currently have Significant excess capacity aIS one-nime cost: $ 19 imnffion
theCse tecChnical Lcenter-s wctc established and sized Savi'iins: I 994I-99: $ 2.3.2 miilliori
to support, sign ificant ly' higher naval force AnIIInal: $ 10.6 million
levels anld require resource levels greatly inl PaYbachk: minindiot
excess of' those proj .ected ifall resources are to
be fully employed. Given this excess capacity SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
and the imbalance wvith force and resource RECOMMENDATION
levecls, it is imperative to realign and( compress Disestablish the Fleýt and Industrial Sutpply
whecrever possib~le so that the remaining tech- Cetr(aa-upy etr 1hretn
nical centers will have te grae m Itr valr(Nvlue)l' eler -aretn

to thle Departmen1C~t Of thle Navy. SECRETARY OF DEFENS-EJUSTIFICATlON

COMIMUNFL-Y CONCERNS Fleet and Industrial StIpply1) Cenlter (Naval Spl

The empl)oyees expreCssed con1cern thar, as ý1 P~art Center-) Charleston's c,1-apcity' is excess to thle
of thle shipyard, SIJBMLPP11 might be forced to reqt11Ciiirelets Of the DOD For1ce 5truLcture Plan.
raisctei n-la rate, tebydcasn lir The principal customers of Fleet and Industrial

a iiytoseir v then- ) f leet. y I alon tdecesn the i rc Supply Center (Naval Sutpply Center-) Charleston,
aIittosretefee.talontdTeae thle Charlesto 1 Naval Shipyard and the Naval

e,\pmctd ', r-eflresent tile etisto1iieS Of the Ship- Station Charleston, have benrconi-co.n ncndd for-
yard, and nllight ilot lbe \'iewedl as all hone1st closure. The workloadl of fleet and Industrial
broker if not esUtabiilshed1 as a tend!I it euninand Stwll; Ceniter (Naval Supply Center'. Charleston
oi tWe sf11 arid.

will mlove Withl its etistonier s Workload to
COMMIS~,ION FINDINhGS receivinig blases.

TheI ConlrissiSSOn toot idl tile Navy decision was COMMUNITY CONCERNS
based oil SOttid data. Oncec miovedl to the ship- Thle Charlesto1 cOtlnltMitllt' asse rtedat large iltimber)Cl
yard, tile forimer Sb F Ml 1'f would r id ill ( na 1 '\i Isil eiceIt sufot, cn

utlde tIlean id, W ietio C o f tICle I111 Nav lSea S oste t tact ing t hrotughout the Soot lica~st as well as

effetiv n~tiag mc ii orgnizt i~ .various -SuplPY !iinct1 Ions 01Cth Cl IarIlcst~ ott ara.c11ctiv malagmcli olailzaton.The cohilni oilijtý AS also pojil ted1ot that t1e retIcI-
COM ISSON ECMMEDATONtiotl of thequl t jobs at I ISC Charleston ,.would
COM~iSIONRECOM ENDAlON elp to mnitigate tile eI11uiiii~tai\'e eCOti01nli ]I'l-

IThe Commission fitnds the Secretory (f Dcl citse palct of tile iccomlnlnletll d closure of molt i pi
did not deViate SlobStafl iall) I y fro thle furee:- actVities In thle iI.hanlelStl on rea Te ComutoIL-
-i mt] ,-tire' flm m cd final criteria. 11 icrel.-ore, tile n1ity furt her cenlph asizecd t'ile culnutiktiv economi11c

COt1lWmi 1n~iii reCCOmlcinlds tile iollowiilg: impactI onl CllarleSton NN Ill lhe eve1 ii reter\vet
Combnhied wvith the signi Iieaiit tI awdowns thlat.
h ave alt eaty OCetirred since 1989.
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The conmmunity viewed thc amiount of shipping SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
required to move materials to Norfolk as unrealisui- RECOMMENDATION
cally low, The community also suggested that CoeteFciadIdsra upyCne
Cheatham Annex be closed instead of the Fleet Cls( heNav n ndsral Supply Centercalninldn ri
and Industrial Supply Centcr (Naval Supply (NvlSpl'Cnr)Okadicuigte
Centecr), Charleston because it had a lower Naval Supply Depot, Point. Molate, and relocate
military value. two supply' ships to [lhe Fleet and Industrial

Supply Center- (Naval Supply Center-), San Diego.
COMMISSION FINDINGS The Office of the Military Sealift Comrmand,

Pacific Division, relocates to leased space in the
The Commission found that despite thec losute Oakland area.
of Charleston's Shipyard and Naval Station, there
still remains sufficient workloacn to justify thle SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
existence of at supply' prsce~ in the Charleston Fleet and Industrial Supply' Center's (Naval Supply'
area, in thle fotin of a downsized FISC ito sup- Ci
port Navy' requiremenrts in the region now served Celrter, Oakland, capacity' is excess to tie
by FISC Cha;.rleston. FISC Charleston has been requirements of' the DoD Force Structure Plan.
the major contracting office for Navy and other The principal customers of Fleet and Industrial
Govnmen1tIC1 a~geciles inl the Southeastern United Suipply' Center- (Navall Supply Center) Oakland-
States and has an expert-ise in this area which Naval Aviation Depot. Alameda- Naval Hospital.
could be retained in the dowosized FISC. The Oakland; Mare Island Naval Shipyard and'
total closuire of FISC Charleston wouldl leave Naval Station Treasure Island have also ben
that area, including the Weapons Station and reconim-ended for closure. The workload of Fleet
the Naval, IElect ronics Sy'stems ErB'inI'ering' centra and Industrial Suply~ Center (Naval Suplyl~
wlilbout contract and supply' su-.pport that I2ISC Cetoter) Oaloatindsilmvewt.t tmr
did provide,.oole lctos

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Commission finds tle Secrc-tary' of Dc'cn~sC The Oakland community' argued the Fleet and
deviated substantially from final criterion 1. IndCustr-ial Suipply' Center (Naval Supply' Centler).
Therefare, thec Commnission recomnmends the Oakland, is loc:ated at a maJor transportation
follow~ing: partially' disestablishi Naval Supply' hulb onl tde west coast that uniquely. Offers access
Center- (NSC) CharleCston, Sou~th Car-olinaL, and to air, rail, Land, and seal transportation ports.
retainl tile facilities and persoi~nel appropriate The common _11it)' added thle Fleet and lodIustrial

for he ontiuedsuport f Nvy ativtie Suply' Center (Naval Supply' Center), Oakland,
inl the Charleston, South Carolina area. Thle has legal a1_tthor1ty' to negLotMiat a lease With thle
Commrnission finds t~liis rccotnlinculdat ion is IPort of Oakland for- the pori to construict a
Consistent W~iith the for cc-structure plan and new container facility' onl Fleet and Industrial
truail criteria. Supply Center- (Naval Supply Center-), Oakland,
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center property. It pointed out thle lease payinents11ý would

support Fleet and InduIstr-ial SuplyI]' Center (aa
(Na4'aI Supply Center) S)Upply' Center) operations atid the Navy' still
Oakland, California has reversion righ~ts in contin~gecyl' SIUIituatios,

C( (igol) stipply teriter Whtich arc stat utorily proteclted.
Mission:. Sr'pI)h' Stipport Thle Oalkland conlinulity' arguLed the Oýlaklan
011ne- rite Cost.: N/Ak Fleet and Industrial Supply Center's (Naval SipLyj111'
,SU'irtes: N/Ak Centel) major customlers were not local. TIre

Ammrol. NIA cenIter's ilia or customers were the ship,- locaited
'rxlw:N/A thr-oughouit thC Westernl Pacific corn iffanis.
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The community further argued the Flcet and Fleet and Industrial Supply Center
Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply -enter), (Naval Supply Center)
Oakland, also acted as a naval station and was
the primary berthing site for ships officially Pensacola, Florida
horncported at Naval Weapons Station, Concord, Catcgoty: Supply Center
CA. In addition, Fleet and Industrial Supply Mission: LogisLics Support for the Naval Aviation
Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakland, had Depot Pensacola
many tenants and not all costs were identified On-tiimc Cost: $7.9 million
to relocate these tenants. Savings: 1994-99: $29.06 million

Annual: $ 6.7 million
COMMISSION FINDINGS Payback: 0 yat-s

ThLe Commission found the Secretary of Defense SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
based his recommendation to close the Fleet RECOMMENDATION
and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply
Center), Oakland on the excess capacity found Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC)
in the overall capability at the Elect and Indus- Pensacola.
trial Supply Centers.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
The primary customers of the Center are not

local. The ships and shore commands found in NSC Pensacola's capacity is excess to the
the Mid- and Western Pacific rely extensively requirements of the DoD Force Structure Plan.
on FISC Oakland for supply support. While many The principal customer of NSC Pensacola, the
of the Center's local customers are being closed, Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, is also recoin-
this workioad is only a small part of the mended for closure. The workload of NSC
business base, thus justifying retention of FISC r'ensacola will move with its customers' work-
Oakland. load to receiving bases.

The Commission found the Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakland COMMUNITY CONCERNS
was ideally located on the west coast in a major The community stated that personnel from the
transportation hub offering major access to air, local commands' supply departments were trans-
rail, land, and sea transportation ports which ferred to what is now Fleet and Industrial
greatly enhances it mlilitary value. Stipply Center (Naval Supply Center), Pensacola,

The Commission also found that the quality, in order to partially staff that organization. Thcrc-
and often minority, johs retained a FLC fore, savings would be substantially less thanOakland helped to mitigate the cmulative pco- perceived by the Navy, even if NADI'I' Pensacolanonic impacts of other Bay, Arca commands were closed because the remaining activities couldrecommended for c aosurc, require the logistics support of the Fleet andIndustrial Supply Center (Naval Supply Center).

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION It was also a concern of the community if NADEI)
Pensacola remained open, all supply support

The Commission binds the Secretary of Defense for this activity would have to come from NADI-P
dcviated suibstantially from criteria I , 3 and Jacksonville, which it perceives to be inadequate
6. Thcreforc, the Commission reconinmends the support.
following: Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland,
California, remains open. The Comnmission finds COMMISSION FINDINGS
this rcolmeCndation is consistent with the force-
structureC plan and final critcria. IThe Commission found the Fl;cct and IndustrialStpply Centel' s (Naval Supply Center) pi imary

customer at I'ensacola is the Naval Aviation
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Depot. The Commilssion founid that sincC th1C Naval Sccunty Group Command
Naval Aviatio n Depot is rcconicnmdcd by) the (Including Security Group Station
Conmmission for closure, thc workload require- and Security Group Detachmnirt,
m1cili would dimni'nsh significantly and excess Potomac) to National Sccurity Agency
capacity' would reCsult. Fort Meade, Maryland

COMMISIONRECOMENDTIONTactical Supp)Iort Office to
COMMISIONRECOMENDTIONConr-nandcr-i -Chic 1

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense Atlantic Ficet
did not dcviatc substantially from the force- Norfolk, Vir-ginia
structure plan and final criteria. IThereforec, thc RelOcate the following National Capital Region
Comm isiSioni recomnmends the following: dis- activiies from1 iCascr spIace to GoVCrrnn1cn t-oW11cd
establish the Naval Supply Ceniter (NSC), Penisa ola. spacc within the NCR, to include the Navy An-

Natona Reionl (CR)nex, Arlington, Virginia; Washiingtont Navy Yard,
NainlCapitalRgona l(C)Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Wash-

Activities ington, D.C.;, Marine Corfps Combat Develop-
ment Command, QuaniMCO, Virginia;ý or the White

National Capital Regional (NCR) Oak facility, Silver- Spring, Maryland:
Activities Naval Sea Systems Commrrand

Cate~goi'Y:- National Capital Re~gion Naval Facilities Frtgiitc,,-iun Co-mmand
MIission: 1'clisonnecl Sfpace and Naval Warfare Systems
Onc-lbinic Cost: $ 4127 million Cornmand

Saigs: 11994-99: -S -00 million (Cost) Of0 eo teGnra1one
ito 1110: $i~ 10 mittton OI.)iCC n i tf 001 Jogu Advocate cGenerai -

l~y/a ck: 2-14 years Navy lield Suppor)0!t ACti(it)
Office Of th1C Secreta-y of the Navy

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE - legislatiw- Affairs
RECOMMENDATION * Prograti 'Ippraisal

Realign Navy Nationial Cafiital Region activities .* itispetrori Gerl
andl rclocatc tlicir as foI ows: * Infporniation ra

Naval Air Systetis Comtiand Off ice of the Chief oif Nav'al Operat ionis
to N aval Air Stat ion Office of' Civiliaii Matipower ~atiagenien
P~atuxent Rivet , Marylatid International Progratis Of-fice
Naval sufyy'tm Coimnd(ntibinc d Civilian Pe1 onl ffc

I nelttUdi ng I ood Service _Sy!stem Navy' Regional Contracting Cente
Office, andic Defense Printirig Naval Crimtitntal Investigative Service
Matiagenent Systetis Off-ice) Naval Audit Service
Io Sli I i )Pa ris Con ro1l1' >niter St rat egic Systemis Programs; Office
Meehanliesltrg, Peon1selv\"tIIIja Office of Naval Iýcscarclh

Bureau of Naoval Pcr-eoonnel Office of- the Dcputty Chicf of Staff'
(In1stalllat ions & Log'istics),

(Incudin Ofice f MilitaryU.S. Maritic Corpis
Nianpowei Maiiageitint) to 0office of the DputyIý Chief of Staff
N aval Aui- Statimot (Manpower & Reserve Affairs),
N\I ('11 ph i S, 1 nIise U.S. Marine Corps

Naval R\ecrtti Iing Command M~an tc Corfis Systems Cotii inand
to Naval I raining (Center (Clarlcnidoil Offie)
Grecat Lakes,, I lliiois
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS Naval Supply Systems Command

The State of Virginia, and Arlington County in (including Food SDerie hting

particular, argued they would suffer an unfair M anage ent S se Pr im c)

and disproportionate share of job losses from to Ship Parts Control Ctm- er

the recommcndcd NCR, actions. The commu- Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania
nity also challenged the COBRA cost savmigs
estimated for these recommendations. It asserted Bureau of Naval Personnel
the military construction (MILCON) and travel (Including Office of Military
costs were understated at receiver locations, Manpower Managcnent) to
present and future lease costs for current office Naval Air Station
space were overstated, and the elimination of Memphis, Tennessee
personnel associated with these realignments and Naval Recruiting Command
relocations relied on unsubstantiated expecta- to Naval Training Center
tions. Further, the community asserted all Great Lakvs, rlainiois
required personnel reductions could be made
in place. Naval Security Group Command

(Including Security Group Station
COMMISSION FINF'NGS and Security Group Detachment,

Potomac) to National Security Agency
The Commission found cost savings produced Fort Meade, Maryland
through realigning N CR activities were substantial.
The Commission found significant military value Tactical Support Office
in the consolidation of NCR missions at receiver to Commander-in-Chief
Vwu-toris. With respeci to varioUs uirsoliCkiCd Atlantic Fleet
and revocable lease and sale offers for buildings Norfolk, Virginia
in Northern Virginia prcsently occupied by Navy Relocate the following National Capital
tenants, the Commnission did n0ot have the infor- Region activities from leased space to
mation or expertise to evaluate properly whether Go\'ernment-owned space within the
the "offers" provided the best value to the govern- NCR, to include the Navy Arnex,
mrcit or if they met the Navy's requirements. Arlington, Virginia; Washington Navy
Moreovr,r the Commission was not the appro- Yard, Washingtoni, D.C.' 3801 Nebraska
priatc entity to accept or reject the proposals. Avenuc, Washington, ).C-.; Marine Corps
If, after careful scrutiny of these or othei Combat Development Command, Quantico,
proposals, the Navy wishes to seek purchase of Virginia; or the White Oak facility, Silver
t-.,, or any fcili-tics, it can submit a rccoin- 1-x'" t la, d..

mended change concerning these NCR activities
to the 1995 Comniission,. Naval Sea Systems Command

Naval Facilities Einginering Command
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION Space and Naval Warfare Systems

Command
Ilhe Cominission found the Secretary of Defense Office of the General Counsel
did not deviate substantially from the force- Office of the Judge Advocate General
structure plan arid finial criteria. Thcrelore, the Navy Field Support Activity
Conmmission recommends the following: Office of the Secretary of the Navy

Realign Navy National Capuial Region • Legislative Affaiis
acti'itics and relocatc them as follows: . Program Appraisal

• Comlptroller
Naval Air ,ystcnms Command to • Inspector General
Naval fir Station 1 informliationl
Patuxcrt R.iver, IvMaryland
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Office of the Chief of Naval Operations COMMUNITY CONCERNS
Office ofnCivilian Manpower Management The community opposed the relocation of the
International Programs Office First Marine Corps District to New Cumberland,
Combined Civilian Personnel Office Pennsylvania. Citing the long history of Marine
Navy Regional Contracting Center service in Garden City, the community asserted
Naval Criminal Investigative Service the Marines were an integral part of the corn-
NavamOffice munity. The Marine Corps supported relocationStrategic Systems Programs of this recruiting support activity to Pennsylvania
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff to locate it more centrally within the nine-state(Installations t Logistics), area it services. However, relocation of theU.S. Marine Corps Marine Corps Reserve Activity to Fort Hamilton,Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff Brooklyn, New Yo:k, would not be cost effec-(Manpower & Reserve Affairs), tive since Fort Hamilton does not have adequateU.S. Marine Corps facilities. The community suggested an alterna-Marine Corps Systems Command tive to collocate with an existing reserve facility(Clarendori Office) within a reasonable commuting distance fromGarden City, or become a tenant of the Defense

I,•.L r N... 1 D-- Contract Management Area Office.

1st Marine Corps District COMMISSION FINDINGS

Garden City, New York T-he Commission found military construction

Caltgory: Adrninisttative Activity would be required at Fort Hamilhon, New York,
Misson: gecrntivng Spport to acooif,1oioltt the ILloation of the Marine
One-time Cost: $ N/A Corps Reserve Center. The Commission found
Sovin ;: 1994-99: $ N/A this additional military construction was neither

Annual: $ N/A cost effective nor necessary from a military
Pavyack: N/A perspective.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
RECOMMENDATION The Commission finds the Secretary of Defcnsc

Close the 1st Marine District, Garden Cityi, New deviated substantially from final criierion
Yoirk arid irelocate necessary personnel, equip- 4. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
mcn1 and support to the De-fe-nsC Distribution following: the 1st Marine Corps District, Garden
Region East, New Cumnberland, Pennsylvania. City, New York, will remain open. I he Com-
"Thc Decfnsc ColtracLi Marnagcment Area Office, Mission finds this recommendation is consis-
a present tenrant in the facility occupied by this tent with the force-structure pian and final criteria.
activity as its host, ,wifl rem-i:n i place arida~t~ly s ts hos, il r nw i iI i la e nd D oD Fam ily H ousing and Famnily
assume responsibiiity I'm this facility. lhc Marine
Corps Rcscrve Center, Garden City widl relo- Housing Office, Niagara Falls,
cate to F.rlt I laimihon, New York. New York
SECRETARY OF DEFE'NSEJUSTIFICATION Category: Miscellancous Oteir Support Activitws

Mission: 7o provide hhouIsingfovr 111ilitary personilil
"The r'CucI onIS in-1 force st ro'sit:C reqctiirc a Otnc-tinic Cost: $ .1 1iiilhion
reduction of capac'ity in admi nistrativc activi- So vitngs: 1994-99: $ 7.9 niihon
ties. Consolsidationi ofi this actiivty into a joint Ainnutal: $ 1.5 million
scviccs organization will enhance its ability Pl'vybich: rnmmediate
to discharge its mnission miost effcctively and
ccoliomically.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION RECOMMENDATION

Close the DoD Family Iltousing Office and the Realign the Western Elngincering Field Divi-
1 11 housing units it administers. sion, Naval Facilities Engineering Command

(NAVFAC), San Bruno, California. Retain in place
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION necessa ry personnel, equipment and support

Thc force reductions in the DOD Force Struc- as a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
The fPlan requctirn iccluction thet l )oc truiti Engineering Field Activity under the manage-ture Plan require reduction of support activities nent of the Southwestern Field Division,

as well. This activity administers housing units I:oC San

which arc old and substandard and expensive Diego, California.

to maintain. These housing units are occupied SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
by military 1-c rsonricl performing recruiting du-
ties in the local area. The number of recruiting The reduction in the force structure in the DoD
personnel will he drawing down, and those that Force Structure Plan and the closure of iaijor
remain will be able to find adequate housing naval activities in the Sari Francisco Bay area
oi the local economy. requires the realignment of this activity. The

activity's capacity to handle NAVFAC's consider-
COMMUNITY CONCERNS able responsibilities in dealing with environmental

matters arisino out of the 1993 round of base
There were no formal expressions from the closures will remain in the same geographic area.
community. The activity presently has such capacity. Rctain-

COMMISSION FINDINGS ing it for this purpose is a more economical
,and efficient alternative than relocatinr it to San

The Commission found these 11 substandlard Diego and then handling on-site problerns on a
units provide housing for about one-third of travel status.
the military assigned independent duty in western
New York State. This activity services 18 small COMMUNITY CONCERNS
commands in an area where affordablc housing There were no formal expressions from the
is available in the local economy. Repair costs colninntlity.
to bring these structures up to standards would
not be economical. COMMISSION FINDINGS

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION The Commission found the Western Engineer-

'I he Commission finds the Secretary of Defense in,, Field Division provides support to commands"lhc ommssm fids he Screaryof efese n the San Francisco Bay areca recommendedd

did not deviate substantially' from the force- by the Commisson f r luc. Retaing
str CILA-Cpla a d fnalcrieri. hcclo c, he by' the Co mmllis~sion for closuire. Retaining a

structure plan and final criteria. fllo reinre, the portion of the organization to provide environ-
Commission reconiimends tlie ollowing: close mental services during thle closure proes5s would
the Do lFanu ily i lousing Office and the 11 facilitate the provision of these irmlportant

services to those naval activities.

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Western Engineering Field Division COMMISSION RECOMMENDAION
San Bruno, California The Commission finds the Secretary of Defensc

Cal Nctol 'o ilies kt( Jigineerinig Cornin did not dcvialc substantially from the force-
structurc plan and final criteria. Thercforc, the

Mi,'sionI: itahilyI emn in~ g supporl Commission recoilincilds thc following: realign
O-nc-fimle Co.sl. $ .8 million the Wcsturii Ililgiliecrinig Field Division, Naval
_iVin~gis: 1994-99 .$ .2 nmillion I acilities lEngineeriig Command (NAVFAC),

Ain ii l: $ 1.3 million San l3runo, California. Retain ,il place eccssary
Payack: 0 ,ycrs personiiel, cqo uin nient and stiipport as a Base
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Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Engineering the Comrnission recommends the following:
Field Activity under the management of the disestablish the Public Works Center (PWC)
Southwestern Field Division, NAVFAC, San Diego, San Francisco.
California,

Navy Pub'ic Works Center, Reserve Activities

San Francisco, California Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers

Catcgoiy: Public Works Center Catcgoiy: Reserve Centers

Mission: Public Works Support Mission: Support Reserve Activities

One-lime Cost: $37.5 million One-time Cost: $ 3.2 million

Savings: 1994-99 $ 25.7 million Savings: 1994-99: $ 57.1 miflion

Annual: $ 33.9 million Annual: $ 13.6 million

Payback.: 2 years Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

RECOMMENDATION RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish the Public Works Center (PWC) Close the following Reserve Centers:

San Francisco. Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at:
Fort Wayne, Indiana

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION Billings, Montana

PWC San Francisco's capacity is excess to that Abilene, Texas

required by the Dol) Force Structure Plan, and Naval Reserve Centers at:
due to other Navy closures and realignments, Gadsdcn, Alabama
its principal customer base has been eliminated. Montgomery, Alabama

FayeLteville, Arkansas
COMMUNITY CONCERNS Fort Smith, Arkansas

"Thlie community claimed the Naval Public Works Pacific Grove, California

Center in San Francisco provided a greater Macon, Georgia
number of family housing units than any other Terre Hlaute, indiana

Navy location. The Navy Public Works Center Moutchinson, Kansas

operates over 7,000 family housing units in the Monroe, Louisiana

Bay area, many of which were new. Pittsfield, Massachusetts

COMMISSION FiNDhNGS Joplin, mi,•.soi-

Si. Josep],, Missouri
The Commission found PWC San Frlancisco pro- Great Fall ., Montana
vidcs family housing, utilities, transportation, Missoula, Montana
maintenance, en.,incering, and planning services AtlantiC City, New Jersey
to Navy, Marine Corps, Army, Coast Guard, and Pertli Amboy, New Jersey
DOD commands in the San Francisco Bay Area. Jamestown, New Yotk
Because its primary customers in the Bay area Poughkecpsie, New York
arc being recommended for closure, 1'WC San Altoona, P'ennsylvania
Irancisco cai also be closed and the custoniers Kingsport, Tennessee
that remain can receive the necessary services, Memphis, Tcnncssce
including family housing, from reconstituted Ogden, Utah
public works departiments. Staunton, Virginia

Parkersburg, West Virginia
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION Naval Reserve Facility at:

1 lie Commission finds tlic Secretary of Dclensc Alexandcria, Louisiana
did not deviate substantially from the force- Midland, Texas
structure plan and final criteria. Thlercorc,
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Readiness Command Districts at: activity preserved a surface rcserve presence in
Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18) all geographic locations of the nation. The pro-
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2) posal minimized disruption in reserve training,
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5) and contributory support to the active compo-

ncnts, while producing cost efficiencies and
SEC' ETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION enhancing the overall military Value of rCmain-

The DOD Force Structure Plan requires the ing reserve centers.

reduction of reserve assets as it does active However, the Commission found variance in the
duty assets. These Reserve Centers are being case of Naval and Marine Corps Reserve
closed because their capacity is excess to the Center, Billings, Montana. The Marine Corps
projected Navy/Marine Corps requirements. Reserve indicated it would not be able to man
it arriving at the recommendation to close the its units if they were forced to compece for
Reserve Centers. specific analysis was conducted recruits at the Armed Forces Rcserve Center in
to ensure that there was either an alternate Helena where the Navy is consolidating its reserves.
location available to accommodate the affected
reserve population (e.g., realign with an exist- COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
ing reserve center), or demographic support for The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
purposes of force recruiting in the areas to which deviated substantially from criterion 4, Therefore,
units were being relocated. This specific analysis, the Commission recommends tie following: close
conducted through the COBRA model, supports the following Reserve Centers:
these closures.

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at:
COMMUNITY CONCERNS Fort Wayne, Indiana

Various COn1Utulities expressed ConcernIS about %bilcri, Texas

these closures since no provision appeared to Naval Reserve Centers at:
have made to allow for reservists assigned to Gadsden, Alabama
continue to drill. The communities indicated Montgomery, Alabama
these activities were below threshold, and Fayetteville, Arkansas
closure would result in reservists having Fort Smith, Arkansas
nowhere within a reasonable commuting P.cilfic Grove, California
distance to drill. lhe communities also argued Macon, Georgia
the Navy should have explored consolidation Terre Haule, Indiana
possibilities at some of these sites rather than ItIMutchinson, Kansas
closuincs. Monroe, Louisiana

N Cew Bed iOl, lViassachluset Is
COMMISSION FINDINGS Pittsfield, Massachusetts

Joplin, Missouri
Thc Commission found that while data calls did St joseph, Missouri
not directly assess ihe mission of these activi- Great Falls, Montana
ties, the analysis was nevertheless consistent. Missoula, Montana
When recurring logistics costs for reservists who Atlantic City, New Jersty
conimute outside a reasonable distance to drill Perth Amboy, New Jcrsey)
were included in the COBRA, it produced no Jamestown, New York
significant change in return on investment. A Poughkccpsie, New York
Reserve Force comprehcnsivc facilities review Altoona, Pcniisyv'vania -
witll pl-ojCctCd repair costs, SUpported the Kingspot , I inesscc
Secretary's recommendation: evecnt though it did Memphis, Tcnnessce
not address specilic short falls ill space require- Ogden, Utah
mcnts hon vehicles, control led equipage, t1rain- Sdueon, Virginia
ors, and other speIcial use spaces. A nation-wide Paikcrsitug, 'cst V irginia
scattcr diagram of rcscrvc drill populationi by
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Naval Rcserve Facilities at: associated messing and berthing costs for
Alexandria, Louisiana assigned reservists, and dispose of three older
Midland, Texas facilities.

Readiness Command Districts at:
Olathe, Karnsas (REDCOM 18)
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2) The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5) deviated substantially from final citeria 2 and

The Commission finds this recommendation 3. Therefore, the Commission recommends the

is consistent with the force-structure plan and following: close Navy and Marine Corps Reserve

final criteria. Center, Lawrence, Massachusetts; close Naval
Reserve Center, Chicopee, Massachusetts;

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers and close Naval Reserve Center, Quincy,
Massachusetis; and consolidate these activities

Navy and Marine Corps Reserve at existing facilities at NAS South Weymouth,

Center at Lawrence, Massachusetts Massachusetts. The Commission finds this
recommendation is consistent with the force-

Naval Reserve Center at Chicopee, structure plan and final criteria.

Massachusetts and Quincy, Hospitak
Massachusetts

Catcgory: Reserve Centeis Naval Hospital
Mission: Sut)port for Reserve Activities Charleston, South Carolina
One-time Cost: $ 20.7 million Categoiy: Medical Activity
Sovin,: " 1Q4-(9: $ 19.4 millon Massion: MedicatAtivityS.. . ' . ... .M isslon: Provul Heailhl Care

Annual: $ .415 million One-time Cost: N/A
Payback: 100+ years Savinigs: N/A

SECRETARY DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION Anual k: N/A
Payba(ck: N/A

None. The Commission added these military
installations to the list of installations recoin- SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
mended for closure or realignment. RECOMMENDATION

COMMUNITY CONCERNS Close the Naval Hospital, Charleston and relocate
certain military and civilian personnel to other

All four communities involved expressed Naval Hospitals.
support for this consolidation recognizing the
economies to be realized by combining coin- SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
mand andi support structures at an existing base Naval I lospitals are situated and their size deter-
with messing and berthing facilities, imined for location ncar operating forces whose

COMMISSION FINDINGS personnel will require medical support in num-
bcrs significant enough to mandate a medical

-lhe Commission found upon further analysis facility as large as a hospital. Given the extensive
consolidation of these three Reserve Centers use of CItAMPUIS, any Naval 1losI tal closure
would not deviate substantially from the force must be predicated upon the elimination of the
structure plan and the final selection criteria. operating forces which created a demand for
Consolidation of these activities at the existing the presence of a Naval Hospital in the first
facilitics at Naval Air Station (NAS) South instance. As a result of the closure of the Charleston
Weyrnouth, would preserve reserve unit manning Naval Station, the Charleston Naval Shipyard
levels by keeping a drill site witLhil reasonale and the supporting Supply Coentr and Public
cotnntuting distance of the rcscrvists it supports. Works Center, the active dtty l)e rsonnel previ-
hi addilion, consolidation would reduce ously supported by the Naval I lospital, Charles-
overhead costs for three separate facilities, ton, are no longer in the area to be supported.
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Closure of the Naval Hospital follows the COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
Closure of these activities Supporting these The Commission finds the -secretary of Defense
operlat~ing forces. (leviat ed subst antin]ly from final criteria I annd

COMMUNITY CONCERNS criiteria 0. There fore ithc Commission recom-
mends thc following: thc Naval I losp~ital, Charles-

Thle Charleston community exlpressed great tonl, South Carolina, remains Open. The Cor-01
conicern regarding hecalth -care for eligible mission finds this recommendation is consistenit
beneficiarie rcs einining in) thne Charleston area with the force struerurc plan and hinal criteria.
if the Charleston Naval I losp~ital clo-ses. The1 com1-
mun11ity argued that if all of the proposed Navy Naval Hospital, Oakland, California
redtC(tion01s anld ClosureS in Cha rI est on were Category: Medical Activit -y
approved by the Commission, there would still Mis.siol: Pr1ovidc I Icalth Cawe
be a significant nttmbe1)I 01 ofacive-dutly Mi litary one- i me Cost: $ .57.0 million
per-sonnecl in tile Charleston area requiring medical Sav~ings: 1994-99: $ 51.0 million
care. 1 he large number of' eligible retirees and Annual. $ 41.5 million
dependents Would al.so benefit from11 ti1e retell- Pa;y1)uA. 3 Years
tion of Naval Hospital Charleston. Thle commnu-
nity' argued that Should the Naval Hospital, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Charleston, close, the eligible retired bentchenary RECOMMENDATION
population, including those eligible for- tMcdi- CoeteNvl1lsiaOkada~ lct
care, in the greater ,Charlest on area would CoetcNvlHsiaOkadadrlct
lie faced with additional and unanticipated cei tain militar-y and civilian petrsonnel to oilher

ittdictl pt lt. itt l it UIUAti N aval hosp~itals, and cci tai 11 mil itary' pci-soinne
c~~t~cto thec Navald Air Stations ait Lecmoote and .Wliidhey

preCsc rilptions. Island. The IDeployablc Medical Unit, Nor~th-

COMMISSION FINDINGS west~ Region, will reclocate to Naval IHospital,
B~rcimerton, Washington.

The %Comm11ission found that if the rCcolinmenlded
closure of the Charleston Naval Station and Ship- SECRETARY (IF DEF ENSE JUSTIFICATION
yard is applroved, the ne1t iVe-dCityý pul)O)Uait1 ion 0IiaS lCSta~ ld hi iedi
supportedl by the Naval Hospital, Charleston, Navl Ite lolit- locareo situated prandthir size dhoetr
will be great ly rcltteed. I fowever, thle Commission nýI med11C Wilr locat~ion ea ojlerat SIng)0- f irce whosel
found that DoD based their reconmnendation persoinnelwillri recughir o medicalspote in nm-c
for- tile Closure of thec Naval I lospital. Charlestonl Iliil,hers signifiant1ý' cilouhtoSi' mandate1 a11 iiiedical
oil Changes to mi-il ~~l assignment anld not............ 1 111.-1 . .. " -"

L use of Cl AM PUS, any) Naval I lospital closure
Onl the requjLirement1 to serve tile act ive -dut y and m11ust be liredicated upon01 the elimlinlation Of thle
eligiblel benefliciary' poplulatio~n fo1und ill Jhe operatig forces; which created a (leilland for

Charesto arelite presence of at Nanval Hfosplit al inl the iiirst
The Comissrfi55on found that even with tIle iilstaiee. In il tle Sail Francisco Baly areca, the
recoillitllellifld closure- of the Naval Stat ion, Naval Ail Station, Alameda, Naval Shipyard, Mare
Charlestoit anld tue Naval Shipyard there will Islanld awld the Supl)porIting P'uhlic Works (enClter
Still he a substan~lltial numbe1hr of active (LUty Mionid SuppIly' Cen1ter a11e being r-CCOi itillendd for-
nel atd cl eigile beneficiaries in the Charleston Closuire . G iv~en the eliminiation of Ilecse operating
area rC(fuiriil~g aLccess to hea~lth careT facilitie's, force activities, closure of thle Naval IHospital,

A (lit ion il ly, tftc Comtm issitn found dim oakland is indicated as the military' personnel

Naý al IHospital , Chmarleston , supp~ortedl eligible previously' su.11M~ pprte are no loger ill thle areCa.

beneficiaries; fioi the Myrtle Bench AlPB, MCAIS COMMUNITY CONCERNS
Beaulort1, Charleston A]PB, and elsewherec inl the
me1t ropl it anlb Carlest on l ra Ill add(liioil, The Oakkland C01111titll I t)' argued I)lla ils d bee ii
Naveal II aspiial , Char'le:ston, t rent flilt icml is" made for t he Navy to take over Leittenfai Army
\V110 rettir to the U iliteif Stat e: ol mlilitaryý 10I osit al at thle Presidio0 Of San1 Franijsco, arid1
M LUIIVAC's flights 1111 roni Ilurofl. this was a very low-co.st way' to imainitainl a needed
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Chapter I

Navy facility. Thc community also argued tihe Naval Hospital, Orlando, Florida
Naval Hospital Oakland would bc needed Lo CWcp'ly: Medital Activity
support Navy activitics in Alameda as well as Ccaeioll. P edicoltivih'
other Dol)-cligible benceiciaries in the Bay Area. Misitil.iP Cost: $ 51.2 millionr
The community expressed great concern regarding e-tige 1994-99: $ -31.0 (Cost)
health care for the eligible beneficiary popula- Anaul;- $ 8.1 million
tion remaining in the Oakland aiea should the Pqylacý: 13 years
Naval 1-lospital close. The community also ar-
gued they felt a rcplacemcnt hospital should be SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
built due to the advanced agc of the current RECOMMENDATION
Navy Hospital at Oakland. The CHAMPUS-eli-
gible beneficiaries were concerned about the Close the Naval Hospital, Orlando and relocate
possible increase in cost of medical care should certain miliLary and civilian personnel to other
they be required to use CHAMPUS or Medicare Naval Hospitals.
instead of a DoD medical treatment facility.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
COMMISSION FINDINGS Naval hospitals are situated and their size

The Conmmission found since the primary mnlitary determined for location near operating forces
installations in the Bay Area were recommended whose personnel will require medical support-
for closure (with the exception of Naval Supply in numbers significant enough to mandate a
Center Oakland, a primarily civilian command medical facility as large as a hospital. Given the
acLivity), Naval Hospital Oakland would no longer extensive use of CHAMWPUS, any) naval hospital

bc required. This finding is i Lccpmgwith the closure must bLe predicated upon the elimina-
DoD policy of providing primary hospital care tion of the forces which created a demand for
in support of o0ly active duty populttions. The the presence of a naval hospital in the first
Commissiom further found the medical needs instance. The Naval Training Centel, Orlando
of retirees could be met at the extensive num- which was supported by the Navai Hospital,
bcr of civilian, Veterans' Administration, or mili- Orlando is being recommended for closure.
tary medical facilities within a reasonable distance. Accordingly, the operating force suppon prcvi-

Additionally, the Commission found the cur- ously provided by' the Naval Hospital, Orlando
-clll Navy I lospital in Oakland was eXpe~sive is no longer required and closure follows the

to operate and maintain due to its advanced decision to close the Naval Training Center.

age. Invstigation by the Commission found that COMMUNITY CONCERNS
extensive repairs would be cssential to bring it
tup to seismic stabilization standards as well as T-he Orlando communily CxprcssCd g'reat concern
acceptable medical standards. over health care lor the eligible beneficiarics

remaining in the Orlando area should the
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION Naval Hospital close. The Orlando comnmniu'tv

"T he Commission finds the Scrletary of Dcleise argued the Naval Hospital, Orlando seived approx-

did not deviate SubstantialI), f-rom the force- imatcly 45,000 more patients annually' than the

structtre plan and stnal criteria. Thefreorc the Naval liospital, Great Lakes and operated at a
Commission ecommendl.s the following: close more efficient level. This efficiency resulted in

the Naval Htospital, Oaklandnd d relocate an annual $8 million saving at Orlando Naval

ccltailln ni itiry and civilian personnel to other I lospital. The cotntutnity suggested cvcn with

Naval hospitals, and certain militar)y personteCl the large number of retirees v•ho receive health

to the Naval Alir Statiois at Lcoioorc and Whidhey care in the Orlatndo area, the Naval Hospital,

Island. The Deployablc Medical Unit, North- Orlando, provitlid a CAMPUS savings. sti-

west Region, will relocate to Naval IHospital, mated at $51 million.

lrcmc'rtoln, ,Vasll ilgtOl.
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Chapter I

The community also stated the Orlando Naval Changes to Previously Approved BRAC
Hospital was capable of incorporating tile addi- 88/91 Recommenidations
tional training requirements with no additional
military construction. The Orlando community Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station
stressCd the Naval Hospital Great Lakes was Treasure Island, San Francisco
currently operating at 25% of capacity and
would require significant construction if this California
capacity were to bc expanded. The con munity Catcegot': Naowal _bSipyard
also argued there was asbestos found through- Mvission: Rcpair, Mait.cnanct,
out the Naval I lospital facility at Great Lakes and Ovcrhml of Navy Ships
that would make any expansion hoth difficult Cost to Rediorect: N/A
and expensive. Savings: N/A

Amnual: N'/A
COMMISSION FINDINGS Il),hac k: N/A

The Commission found the activc duty popula- SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
tion supported by the Navai Hospital, Orlando, RECOMMENDATION
will be greatly reduced with the recommended
closure of the Orlando Naval Training Center. Permit the Navy to dispose of this facility in
The Commission found acccptal)le the Navy's any lawful manner, including outlcasing.
argument military hospitals are intended to
Support activc-cduty personnel and should not SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
he retained in cases when the activc-dttty Popu-
lalion is reduced below levels ncccssary o The 1991 Commission Report, at page 5-18,
warrant a military hospital. In addition, the rccommnded closing thc I luntcrs Point Annex

Commission found it wottld be less expensive and outleasing the entire prprCty', with provi-

to provide hcalth care to DoD eligible benefi- siotIs fo-r Conltinucd occupancy of space forI

cialiCs throtgh CIJAMPUS than by an activ-dttty Supervisor of Shipbuilding. Conver.-ion, and
Navy hospital d1ic to the availability of local Repair; Planning Engineering for Repair, and

ci\'ilian hlcalth care organizations and the com- Altrations Petach me tII and a Cent ractor-
pdt ive at mosphcrc among healh-care proiicirs Operated test facility.

in the Orlando area. Thc transier of Naval Force leVel rCdttctions consitent With thie DoD
l lospilal, Orlando, medical personnel to other Force St rtci trc Plan rei-mov any long-term need
military iiistallatiions will increase the availabilit)y to retain all of this facility for emergent rcquiric-
of medical care at those receiving locations, which ments. The recommended closu.trc of the major
il turn iiwill partially ollscl the predicted in- ilaval inistallations in this geographic area
crease in Cl lA\1PUS costs in the Orlando area. terminateaCs any re rrtirLement for these facilitiCs.

The limitation of disposal authority to out lcasing
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION unncessarily rcsti-Cts the Navy's ability to

1 lie Commission finds the Sccr-elary of li)clnse dispose of this propelty Itn a tittiely and lawful

did !not deviate substantially troml'l the folrcC- 11hallllnc.
st rtctttre plan aid final triteria. Therictfor, thleStL~t.IC11,11Mi IMl tier. -icclrc te COMMUNITY CONCERNS
colnminission recomulenlds lhl following: close
the Naval H ospital, Orlando and relocate There were no formal expressions from the
cet.-lain n Iil ta'r) and civilianm peisonncel to other CoL)ininunltity.
Naval I lol itals.
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Chtapuer I E

COMMISSION FINDINGS wing mission there; closing NAS Miramar and
relocating Its units per the Secrctary of [)cfensc's

dthe Commission found the Navy's 1s9q ieCuest, recommendations. Tl-e community asserted this
and the 1991 Commissions subsequent rccom- proposal would enhance operational readiness
inecndasiotilo outleascI leuntars Point Anntx and still allow the community to pursue its
uniecessarily inhibits the Navy's ability to reuse plan. The community olso contendcd the
dispose of this property'. Commission's decision to reconsider its 1991

r-cconmmendation wotuld en-courage other conm-
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION munities to ignore the finality of the Commissions

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense actions and would encourage communities to

did not deviate substantially from t11C force- resist closures long after thie final Vote of thIe

structure plan and final criteria. Thereftore, the Commission.
Co0mmission recommends the following: permlit
the Navy to dispose of hunters Point Annex to COMMISSION FINDINGS
Naval Station Treasure Island, California, in any The Commission found a sufficient number
lawful manner, including outleasing. of acres were available at NAS Miramar to

Marine Corps Air Station accomnmodatc the aircraft>, personnel, and support_
Tustin, California cquipment frot MCAS Tustin in spite of cnvi-

ronmcn-tal constraints on development. While

Catcago,: Opci ational Air Staion areas expected to be affected by necessai)y
Mission: 5ulipotr Na val Aviat ion Opcir-t ons expansion included critical habitats, nonie were
One-tilme Cost: $ 897.6 million located in quantities sufficient to preclude
S0.vinli: 1)994-99::$ 349.9) mllion anticipated necessary expansion. The Commis-

Annnul: $ 148.5 million sion also found relocation to NAS Miramar
Pavhack:- years to be operationally advantageous due to close

proximity to the Marine division at Canip
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Pendleton, where a significant percentage of criti-
RECOMMENDATION cal training is conducteci.

None- The Commission added this military, instal- R M T
lation to the list of installations recommncnded COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
for closure or realignment. MCAS Tustin was Sec Marine Corps Air Station El Tora.
rccommcndcd for closure in 1991, with its avia-
tion assets to relocate to MCAGC.C I-wcniynine Naval Electronic Systems Engineering
.al...s or Camp Pendlcton or both1. I•n 1993 MCAS Ce Tcr INEC)

Tustsin's aviation assets were rccomnmnended by Sani Diego, California and
the Secretary of Defense for redirection to NAS
Miramar and NCAS Camp PcPndlcton. NESEC Vallejo, California

, ('tc~qo : NavaIl Tchnical Centet
COMMUNITY CONCERNS Mission: Electronic In--Strvi(c Engincci,ý,

I-hie community did not want the Commission Onc-timc Cost. $ 914 thiousanld

to reconsider its 1991 lecomllmlllcldatioll to close 5niv1ngs: 1994-99. $ 2.5 ntltlion
Annal:lld $ 0.65 million

MCAS Tustin, it wanted the 1991 Commission's A 3 0

closure decision to rema10ill iltlact. The coillllln t-

nity had alrcady invcstcd substantiallk' in a base SECRE'TARY OF DEFENSE
reuse program. It cid not want to abandon its RECOMMENDATION
two-year investment of effort andl money in the
reutsc plan. The community also believcd betier Charge the receiving location of the Naval t1cc-
ahici 11.ticý, existed to rclocale Marine: Ctl. trolnic Systlels ]En1gilnccring Ccniter tNIStE1)
alicilcnts without recaining MCAS riuslin . San Diego, California and the NEISEC Valhjo,

Spccilically, it pioposcd: kCCleinig MCA,; El Tor Califorlnia to be Air Force Plant #19 ill San Diego

open amid addilg diic MCAS Kancohc Bay fixed vice new consi roetion at Point 1.ana, San Diego,California.
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C.hapter I

SEC-RETARY OF DE FENSZ Ej USTIIFICATION Systems Eingineering Ccnter (N kSlC) Sim D iego,

Ilisisa lalge1 closure1ý91Cmmsso California, and the NIISFC Vallelao, Calilorr.ýa

aCt on whicI cale to2( h 9 N15GSi e Air Fokrce Plant #19 inl Sanl Diego vice
Viego n Calloed 101. tIoSI Poit NIa to form- fle construct ion at Point Lomna, San- Dieg~o,

N aval Command, Control anti 0cean Su rveilI- Cl ori.
lanice Centerl (NCCO)SC-). Air For1ce Plant #19 Naval Surface Warfare Center -
was operated by) a con tractor ats an Air Ilotte, Pt. Hluenemec, Virgina Beach, Virgina

N -)W anl Diego sulblease;d sp~ace NOW OI'e (Naval Mine Warfare Engyineering
contraictor has left and Air Foice oltered to transler Activiiy, Yorktown, Virginia)
Plant 1 9 withokut reimnburseniunt. Reliehilitationl Ca Icgo v-': let I bn i i a Ccenter.
can1 be alutol 01 islid wti ithin the est imiat es Mbk iiiSujl Mint Willtl!Cr IJn-Žw VIce'
of the BRAG 91 recomnmendations for hot h
relocating N LSE~s and aVoidnlg theC -scUvoLUs nt'i
en.'":l ron mentall coAice ms attendant to new con- Oie-ili Cost:9 5.3 million
stroctioi. at Point Loa sai Aiwnu): $109-9 I S 2illion

C;OMMUNITY CONCERNS P1li)'h)t I?. 9NT IeNt

I he Vallejo e:ol l illnit), contende~d the Nitvys SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
estimates to relturbish Alir Force Planit #19~ arc RECOMMENDATION
1v11Indestiltet. Sp)cilically. the Colminunit;1)' agLCtCd Relocate the Naval Mine Warlare 1:lingieeririg
the Na\-N's iii Iitaly constrluctio l clst inat :s do ciiy(l~etl'\aa Stlt afr ettr

in inlud tie cst f hii~ in orIc or Ish PortI I I nenetne, Yorktown'l Detach icrit) to thle
at reniote facility to -'onduict racliologict l work!ý, Nai\al Surface Warflae Geniter-Da~llgrenl, Coastal
the cost of d isasse ihljigty antI ieassunhl ing thelseis ttoPaai iyFoia
('Xtt051 e U01toi1l pi i ter S~tti11, afl'. the cost of- hiing 'igesPnm CtFoia

antt training emlployees to c place, Illose w'l-Ai SECR.ETARY OF DEFENSE jUSTIFICATION'
arc not will inrg to relocate. IIIn ali itiOn , the

olililitilflity, stalted the anticipated -savings-e', Nin.. IIIte I ýt91 Gouosso '-I~ortl the i',t\'al ýMine
.Iiimg exitratted iroii a larger iwiesomicie el nm- VKarI aie hizgimicetrg Activity (NMWLA'),
nat ion tlitait was' adveliised by t11C Navy inl 199M. YorktownI, \"riniljjt, wVas reuonuiiieiided for dlo-
I lie en in -inn t it)' proivided ccitiocomeriltiat i oi sore an-Id realignmencit to Lfacilities- uIidel 1 lit cc. iiinI
so ppirtIing their ciaimi that cost to eXecute tueC of the ('id c of' Naval LduICat 101 anld Tri inat
)ot ) lcucirct. wvo itt e.ceed Navy' estiila~tes. Dam- M~'tlK, Vlligiti a. tifle eigil ilici. lil has bee

atili o111l idied lh!ougj i or-ganiai-71onal eliansIiC- Id
COMM ISSION FINDINGS NvIAWILA is, iiow the X i i owii Dctaichincii of

I 11 NI' 'Urf'at- Warlarell Ceniter-Port Ii oct i('tiic -

to iJlorl:-,'l Air loree Plant #P1 was reas.onable I fterlI m id R 1 thec ne s (if thatedo
all CIS"II'ICCL'dtheCOI 1 L-0 W tPli 1s tlt IPan. Ncdk space isI r10 longer aviladible. 1l- i tc-

lit-':oIluelttlt'Ollm III additliln the Ctoimmiissioni kCrc, a, pa of BIZAC 93 piccs alierimit i\'
Ion ild cI he Nav\y SlIt1,iti Id reaize c ratI-' iii teceCvi i: g ,itt's Wt'rC cxii bc~atIse 0ii tlit'
efl ltciicilcw.t Iiirougl the t-oiisol'.Jat on ol 1 nih Id isallilii y of- coils'ol ditiat ig aticnitit-s jici.--
N l:,IA( San Dicgo and N il.SVC. Vallejo at Al I #1 S loiiiic in lrtins to M iid sHit 1iCe NavlVA

CONMlvISSIOiý RK-OMMUNDATION Suni.ce War aie (ien1tei - );~lilgren, (lot ~id~a Sysit'iiis
St-im) on Iiiania (it). ioloiti', has stgiii fit-ant

1 lie Ctlwitniss~o'n Itiicis ft'e Sccictarýy of Defense re.spoilsibilities, m mivine warlere -c~) COBR9-A
did noW d- atJcititill y' from1) tit1' iti e ta was) rctlticstt'J l. uts ol th adva~ittiiges

Y' IIUCttIdie lai an1d I itial Citi'a 1k lierfo I t1III lie CI oof aii'ti mi11t' Warlart-' eng1~ineeing
(oiitois'o' tt~tiittii 0- iollim'i\*vu: chi-lng~c At-ii.'ItV W.ill) ai~lltl lI facility' hiiaVIIIg SUtI)Stiitia

IIUlt- V0LI m 'cviie i~ticaiti of1 tHe Nacl l tetrni reslCHit0hiltt' Ill the saiit' fildds, aiil lieti



it is ls CxpensI\'eIV thanl tile BRAG 91 relCatCionl SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
to Dam N eck, Virginia. the Navy reeonimen(1s RECOMMENDATION
that thle receiving site for this activity be reviscd PI-ermir a1 small dICtAeh11Iuet oi thleWepn
to N aval Surf'ace Wart'are Ccritcr-Dah llgrcn, Dii*~ tri I-C ni af'ter thle closure- Gf- the
Coaistal Systems Station, P~anamua City, 1 orid~it Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility (NWILI-)
in lieu of Darn Neck, Viginia.

In or~der to provide liaison with the Sandia
COMMNITYCONCRNSLahoratory of the Department of Energy.

The east. coaist mine warf'are communinklty could SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
he consolidated in the Yorktown, Damn Neck, ThsICoinidto LSoigalyrtcdd
LittL1 CZreek area. The ComnIIl~Iiunit 11i-i~-t~td01t a hs rnCc~lommnda0t ile was1 roi g ni)'iien dedL0
thle Panlama City, Horida, Eeimlity conisist-s of many, ao(ls a xepto to-F th)IILcqetWa 1991 recommendato

small ~ ~ ~ I buligentadftesigefclt hr c in the speccific DOD teconiniendations. Thec
emnployees ettrrenily work in dhe Yorktl-own area. Nayhsacniug 1doraethm t
ThIe communI1Iity a~lso noted there-C were icxv 11ayha oniunhneioradtahnn
wjrfiare experts in the Panama Cit.) area. The to provide liaison wvith the Sandia Laboratory

potential loss of these exper~ts could he cicvastat- n thraece nule nncerporm
Ing to the prograniis. especially in light of' the inl that geogrphil)-ic ae.The detiachmntn w~otuld
increasingv mine warfare role iii low-iiitenlSity remain as a teniant. of K'irtland Air- Force Base.
conflict. scenarios-. COMMUNITY CONCERNS

COMMISSION FINDINGS There were no f-ormal expressions, from the

The Commission f-ounti that space planned lot-No
use ait Darn Neck by Naval Mine Watrfare Lngi- COMMI4SSION FINDINGS
niee ring Ac 'i\'it)' Was no0 longer avial The

.1re cc oeta svnsai vnr) fcl The secret~arfs reeolnliend'at ionl to close Navall
locating like missions in the newvly proposed 'vý1eapous Evalualtion Facility, Alhm~uci-cucru
receiver site a.t Panama City), Iloridai, outweigh reduces Untnecessary inflrasiruetrtre, however
itie potential loss cf experlt pe r-son.11e1-. there- i's a conining)II1 need [or aI detachment to

prtlx'ide Ilaisna Wvitli SandtiaLartr and otherl
COMMIISSION RECOMMENDATION agenlcies involved inl nuclea j rai in that,1

I lte Corn SSO mission fidsth SereCtar) ' Oi DefenIse geographical area.
did n11 L'VI Sllevia l I isai allyV from11 tIeC for-e-struei- I.- - - - -

tuce 11111 and hi'al critciii' 1 hei ef-ore, thl: Com- CU)MMISSIN KLLU0MMLNLAI IUN

mis1-sionl rcomnieicidi the following: relocate the The Commission ftmds, the Scctic ii' o! Defenise
N aval M ne VvWarfar htIitli i I i ciiy(o did not. de\'iate stisi an11t iall) froam thle lorcc-
I1le Naval1 Surface W itiu cLC nterCI-Port.I I tenetie, stritiiu ic pilan antI final crieltIl at hit i ore, the
Yorktowvn Detachnicini) to the Naval So rkice, Commission rcoinnstlr following: permint
Vwarlare Ceate r-D ililgi in Coastal Sy.stems Sta- a snir~ ltachmnclt oif t11 he'catptolls Divisionl to
li on, Paint 'ia Ci) 0 iyH tda i en~tii alafte the ele51su it of Wc Naval a' 1 caponsc

Navy Weapons EvlainFacility, VI,10 01t(NkEAlljU:jlNe
Mexico, inl Crder_ to IrIOVItLe 1iaisonl with the

Albuquerque, N~ew Mexico Sandia L~ahorator)' Of the DvIlepariucrt of Energy.

oinw-iiac Ct:N//A
.Sa vi i ig: NIA

Annitl: ,19/A
lylil:N/A
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Chapter I

DEPARTMENT OF The iAir Ftorcc plans to establish a large air mo-
bility base in the Northeast to support the new

THE AIR FORCE Major Regional Contingency (M, C) strategy.
Grilfiss AFB was cvaluatcd specifically as the

Large Aircraft location for this wing, along with other bases

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York that into the geographical criteria and were avail-
able for this mission: McGuire AFB, New Jersey

Cautcgoy: Large At crtft and Plattsburgh AFB, New York. PlatLsburgh AFB
Mission: BomcN rl-/nkcr ranked best in capability to support the air
On()-timc Cost. $120.8 million mobility wing due to its geographical location,
Savings: 1994-99: $61.8 million attributcs and base loading capacity. Principal

Annutal: $39.2 million mobility attributes include aitcraft parking space
PJa,,,tlck: 6 Yca is (for 70-80 tanl<er/airlilt aircraft), fuel hydrants
S R Aand fuel supply/storage capacity, along with
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE prescl and future cncroachmcrnt anid airspace
RECOMMENDATION considerations.

Griffiss AFB, New York, is recommended fot The Rome Laboratory has a large civilian work
rCalignment. The 416th Bombl Wing will itacti- force and is located in adecquate Lacilitics that
vate. T-lhe 1,-5211 aircraft wiil transfer to Minot can be separated from the rest of Griffiss AFB.
AFT, North Dakota, and Barksdale AIDB, Louisiana. It docs rIot need to he closed or realigned as a
The KC-I 35 aircraft from Griffiss AFB will transtcr result of the reductions iIn the re st of the base.
to Grand Forks AlB, North Dakota. The 485th
l!rgincering Installation Group at Griffiss AI All large aircraft bases were considered equally
will relocate to IHill AF:B, Utah. iII a )•) (Is illZ IkI 10)1H IC i 0 t h Defense Base

Closure and lealignimnt Act of 1990 (Public
Vic Northcast Air Defense Sector will rcmain at I-aw 101-510), as amended, and the Depart-
Griffiss in a c;atonment area pcnding the out- mcnt of Defense (Dot)) guidance. Each base was
come of a NORAI) sector consolid;ation study. evaluated against the eight 1)oD selection crile-
lI the sector rcmlains it will bc transferred to ria aid a large number of suhcemlcets spcific
th,.- Air National Guard (ANG). Rome Labola- to Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data,
tory will remain at Gritfiss AFB in its exist ing gathcrcd to support the evaluation of each base
lacilities as a stand-alonc Air l-orce laboratory. under each criterion was reviewed by the Base
A minimum csscntial airlicld will be maintained Clost5rc Executtive Groul-) (ExecuLtivC 6-0ou1)), a
and operated by a contractor on an "as needed, group of seven general officers and six Senior
on call'" basis. The ANG will maintain and lixecutive Service car.eer civilian1.s ap:p1iimod hy
opratc necessary facilitiCs to support mobility/ the Sccrctar' of the Air !:orce. The dccision tO
cottiinglcy/t raining of the 1Oth Infantry (l~ight) realign Grifiss Al 13 was tmade by the Secretary
Division1 located at Fort Drum, New York, and of the Ail F:or-cc with advice of time Air Force
opceatc thetr) whncl ncdcd. Only the stand-alonc Chief of Staff and in coosultatiun with the
laboratory and the ANG mission will remaini. Executive Grouip.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE jUSTIFICATION COMMUNITY CONCERNS

-lhc Ai- Force has fot0,1 more 1 a1 ge aircraft bases I he Griiffiss AFIB1 community believed the Air
thalnI neCdCd 1o s'uplport 0 l[t Ienuber Clo[ b1omnbrC-s, IForce should have selected G;ritfiss Al :1 as tlih
tanlkers, and airlift assets Im the )ol) IForce East Coast Mobllity Base rather t0i,t11 Llattsbo rgl:
StroLtCireC Plan. V•,ICte all cighlt Dol) criteria are Al:B. ThC C0l1nmn1-lliuty believed sonic of the
app lied, Grilliss A/\B ranked low compared to information the Air I0orcC tised In selecting the

lil ot ierC large aircraft l)ascs. Baecd on this atial'- East Coast Mobility Base was CIrroT OoS, atlld if
.-, the ap_ 'lialia n of all eighlt I)o1 selection the Air1 'orcC knew the facts, it woUld 1 i ,c
criteria, atId excess capacity which, results from selected G ri fiss Al B. Co untin tinitNy otficials
rerdueed I nice st ruct t r, Gitlffss AlFl, is recotm- addressed parkling capacity: petrolcum, oils, and
mended for rcalignicnt.
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lubricants storage, numbers and types ol' AlIT, New York< is recommended fI' realign-
hydlrantsý and airf'ield infrastruetuwe at Griffiss nwent.. The I 10(thb IBoi-b Wving will inactivate-
AlE. Also addressed were ground and air- The b-.5211l aircraf't will trainsfer to Minot ALIT,
enicroachniwent problems ait Plattsburgh Al~i. 1The North Dakota, and Barksdale AFB, Louisiana.
comnmunity )' presented information asseruinig it The KC-i135 aircraft fromntlfs AF13 will transfer
w\ouldi be less expensive to establish Griff-iss, ALEI to Grani Forks AFB, Nortn Dakota. The 485th
than to establish Plattsburgh ALIB as the Last Enigineecring Installation Group at Griffiss AFIT
Coast Mobility Base. will relocate to 1-ill AEB, Utah. Thle Noirtheaist

The Comtinunity was also very, C1cocerned that Alir Defense Seetor will remain at Griffiss ALE3
in realigning Grifhiss AFB at thlis timne, DOD could in a cantonmntci area peniding tbe outcome of

a NORAD etrenuilto tty Iftestr
be positioning itself to close one of its tenants, .)~ iscto wil solbe atran sferredto Ithe Aictr

the oweLabratryin he earfutre.nai Guard (ANG). Rome Laboratory' Will

COMMISSION FINDINGS etitain at Griffiss ALE3 inl its existing facilities as
a stand-alone Air Force laboratory. A mninimum

As a B-52 bomnber bace, the Commission01 found essential airfield will be maintained and opcr-
eVen though91 Criffiss AFB rated bigh in criteria ated by) a contractor 01n anl "as needed, on call"

1,2, anld 3, other- bom~ber biases rated higher in basis. Thle ANG will maintaini and opet ate necce-
overall military value. I-le Commission found SSary-) f'acilitieS to suppor01t mo0bility,/contlingecly!
Barksdalc, AlI1T rated very high as a B-52 base, training of the Will I nfanitry (Light) Division
and thec Alir Force had selected B~arksdale ALIB located ait FORt Drum, New York, and operate
to be the B3-52 combhat crew training base. Minot themn when needed. Only the stand-alone labora-
AF13, which the Commission rated high as a tory and the ANG mission vill remain.
D-J2L 1)011 hiO I)l1 1I,1115(M)' lI. Sawyer Air Foce Base, Michigavalue as a mtssile field. The Commission rated K.SayrArF ceBsM hia
Griffiss ALB v'ery high as a tanker base in crite- Caegoiy- Largc Alitrarft
nia 1, 2, ind 3, hut othler installations, includ- Mist'sion: lBonher
ing Fairchild ALEB and Grand Lorks Al IT, had One icti Cost; $14.3.6 miilion
higher overall military \'alLIC. The Alir Force Satins: .1994-99: $167.3 milioin
announced the selection of Lairebild AFB and Amtmaui $02.4 itithion
CranJ Foirks A11T as niajor receiver sites for Pla vbac/h: 4 yeats
tankers. fairchild Al. h3 ad increased overall
military VaILtI bec~ause5 it hosts the Alir Lorce SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Sn ri val SChool0 a11id C ratl F( Iorks AL IT i hatd the RECOMMENDATION
addition-al mllitar)' value, of a mis1!stll field]. N.tSw F ~t c gati eotece o

1 lie Comm111ission1 reqtieSted that the Air iLore closure. The 410Oth Wving will inactivate. BT- 5.211
coin neciit Onl thet cumin tin it y COnICeI-1 that in aircraft will transfecr to Barksdale AICIT, Louisiana.
ieCaligniii; Grifliss A1IT ait this timec DoD) I-le Alir lorce will retire its Ii-52GI aircraft
appeals to be positioning itself ito close thec R'ome inIs' ed Of tnt Ilfe nilitilig 111 I~_Volep->'i ti BaSe
Lal oi attry inl tie near- 'l-u re . In a May 7, 1 993 Closure Cow m:ssion recomitnriendation it) tranis-
letter- to the Ctmiiissioni, Mr. Jaix~s Boat rightl, fbi lthose air-craft froni1 Castle AlIT1, Caltfornia,
ie1 niUty Assistant Secretar, Af the Air Lorce for to aK.l . Sawxyer ALEB.
instalfations, -stated "the Alir vorcc has no Plans
to close 0r relocate the RomeC Labtoratory Withiiii SECRETARY Of- DEFENSSE jUSTII F1CATION
11e nex~t five years." I liere are several factors; whichi resultedl inl the

COMMISSION RECOMMENDAI ION ahioiv rc coniniciidaltion. Il'c Air Výoice has four
more large aircraft liases th1an are needed toi

-1 lie Coiinii-ssioi finds illi, Seucrary, of l)efcn)se support the: inniher of beinibers, tanikers, and
dlid not deviate sulisiantial fy froml tlic Itirce- ail ilit assets inii telol( P ) I ori~e SCt rttturc P'llaii
slmti v tietir hiand atit inal criteria. Thecrefore, the The Air Ltirce most,, niamIltaili MiiiUteMIiat ill

Coiioi~miiiccomniemicds the loliowing: Grifliss, basinlg flexibility' tI te tti un:crtaility with
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respect to START' 1I. ThiS requI-ireCS the retcntion The community was also veyconcernedC ahoutl
of thle hal listi itmissile fields at Malnistrom AFT3, thle potential unenilploymetit inl the region if' K .1.
Grand F orks AIl3, Mi not AFT, and I-T. Warren Sawyer AFB3 closed. Thle unemnployment figurecs
AimT. It is iiierc economical to retain a homhe r/ in the communlitiliy were projected to lhe approXi-
nmissile hase that mu1Lst remain open f'or missiles n ately 241%, which could decvastate the local
than to maintain at bonibr- only base. The re- cCMonmy. Also, the co mmunity a rgued the
fotrc, based onl the facts that K. I Sawyer AFT Secretatr' of' Dcftense did litot eoln:;ider the
does not support ballistic ntissile operations, that cLu'lulative ceonmit-i i inpilct to 111tc region,
whenci all eight IDol ) criteria are appliedI K.I. Sawyer inicl ud ing the cl osuire of' Wv rismith Al: B,
A.B ranks low, and that there is excess large Michliganl, Inl the( 1(91) round of base cILSlosurs,
airn-raft base capacity, K. I. -Sawyer AFB is recoinl- andI Ki ncheloe Al 1, Michigan, in an ear-lier 1-01,111
Illended for- closure, of base closuresý.

All large aircraft bases were consideredl equally COMMISSION FIND)INGS
il ai process that ton korinled to thle Def~ense Base
Closum-c anti Realignment Act of 1990 (PabINic The C 0mm11issioli (i01ound 1<.I. S-awyer AlBtIT cid
I .aw 101 -51 0), as amended, and the Depart- not rate as hiighi in trite na 1 , 2, and 3 as other
menC~t of DefenIse (DOI)) gulidance. i~ach base wvas 11-52 bases. The Com-mission found Barksdale
ev 1 iat ed~ agai list thec eight DoD) selectioien crte- AlFB rated 'er>' h iglt as a 1B-5 52 1 ase , aii d the(
nia and at large number of sulbelcments speci lie Secretary of thec Air Force selected Barksdale
to Air Force bases an-d mlission1s. L'XtICsive data Al 1 to he the 1B-52 eonmtat clew training base.
gyathecred to support the evaluation of' each base M inot Alf3, which the Como-iissimi rated rela-
Under each criterionl Was reviewed by the B~ase tively high as a B3-52 ba'-c, also had the addi -
Clo0sure lieCIAtive Group11 (I.XeC CLiii ye0 rti1,) a t ional m i lii ry valut' of a inissic I Iicid . As at smnall
,gi oup of St-ve~i get teraf office is and six Senior aircraflt 1xts C , tile Lll ittsionl eVaf u~atcd K.I
Iý -xcctttive Service career civilians appoinited by Saw.yer A :13 il ii trite 1iI, 2, and 3 antd fottnd it
thme Secretary of the Air I oree . The decision to had a ratling low.ve thanl all ").'er sntaP'-aircraftl
close <. I. Sawvyer Al 1 wa-s imatde by the -Setre- iases. As at tan ker baseý, thle Comm111ission r~at C
tar>' of thle Alir Foice with advice of- the Air K .1. Sawyer) Al: 1 mod( at ely higl in Criteria I,
1:ORt Chidie of' Staff and iii conisultationi with 2, aind 3, but otlicr install at ions, meldl titll ri
thle LxNccttive Grortpl. I airehl d AF13 :nd Frn)lrks Al :1 had higheri

overlAll military value. f-airchild A~IT had the
COMMUNITY CONCERNS Air I oree Smvreival SC1tool anld a igherII oneC-

The Coma11_11tti't ailgued( tht' Ai:- Fort-' did ]lo t ini tost to closec and(. (iratid Forks. Al 13 had

comarelare nd smaill ail(rah1I imse. H- ! had tile additiotil a~it \'aILtt Of a l'i'Ssile filti.

thle Air F'orce \vOrld have realized K.I. Sawyer COMMISSION RE-COMM FN 'ATION
AIT WLI vtltl make anl OttIsandinl.g base for- tile
fitlC tirebecuse access to airspaMce il le 111 Ujf)Cl_ ifi Coititim Issioti ft utlS 1.1t- See'CCi- ) ta0'o I )efens
lPCn-inISIta I eriOii is ttMiCUrit-tiiCl~ecf, anld tile base dIid nlot deviate stibstatlit tll>' from thle force-
IS str~ategically located for- depl)oymeCilt to p)Ot~2i- stI tiettie ]);all altI fi1ti1l cr-cn CIiCifor-C, t11C
tiaf trul 'SI)OIS arortutd lie globe 11The coliti- Cointitissiotf retoni met1icfs the lol lowing: K .1.
niciti it>' also dil llenm , d he. Alir "orcc tlecisioti Sawye r AFB1. NI icli iatll, is reCCoin 1MeICmder fo1
to keep bombler bases With nissilc fields Opeln closuire. The 410t1 Wixivill itactivate. 135211
iristeatl of bonIbetl--,ulf> basesý stCIiftas 1<.I. aircraft will transfrr ti lBarlksdhl AIT3 I.onisi-
Sawyer AlT Thl~e tori11 miuii Y said this tlccisioti ana . IliAltt \i Force will ret itc its 13-52G) airtraft
fI)itt-it all>' fin 1its thle St rViVafu fit)' Of tWO legs, of listeath of1i llin ftl -memiItt g tife )ICVP eIoS Base,
the triad, antI 1< -. Sawyer Al-ý 13 l sliuf I rtiaiti Closir COI flIlsio recon! timent1lat ioJtlA 10 trails-
openi as at bomber base to increcase the targecting ft'rHI-S iloti-Clalrcaf from11 Casti-c AIT3, Clirma
p roble cii cif potenitial adverlsary. to 1K -I. S~awyc r AF B.
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Mvarch Air Force Base, California the beneht at' a large recruitmg population for
Cat~oi I~ c ~ AI idile( Air [01cc,, Reserve is retained.

Mission: Tanmkcr All large aircraft bases were considered eqlually
Onetimelni Cost: S 1.34.8 mitllion inl a p-accss that conformed to the Defenise Base
S a vi igs ' 1994-99: S53.8 miliion Closure and Realignment ACt of 1990 (Public

Annmal: S40.9 million Lawv 10]1-510), ais amended, and the( Depart-
Pavhnck: 2 venuis nient ot Dcetense (DoD) guidance. Each base was

evaluate~d againlst thle eight. PDe) selction0 criteria
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE and a large numberI)C of- subelemrents specific to
RECOMMENDATION Air Force bases anci 11misSion1S. EXten21Sive data,

March AEB3, California, is reccommeonded for gathered to support the evaluation of each base
realiimicment The 22nd Air Refueling Winig will uinder each cri;_crion was reviewed by' the Base
inactiv'ate. The IKC- 10 (Active and i~scac Closture E~xecutive Group (Executive Group), a
keser\'e) aircratt wvill hec relocoted to -1ravis AFB, groulp of seven general otficcrs and six Senior
Calil'ornia. 1'li Southwecst Air Defenrse Secor Executive Service career civilians appoinited by)
witll remain at Miarch in a cantoniment area the Secrtary11) of the Air Force. The decision to

pending the outcomec of' a N(DRAD sector coin- re 'align March AFB3 was made by the Secretary
0 of the Air Farce with advice of the Air Forcesolidation stuldy. 1f the SeCC1or remlainls it willl be Chief of Staff and inl consul talt i OlWith the

translcirre to the Air National Gtiard (ANGI). -xc~veGop

Thei 445th Airlift Wking Air Farce Reserve ExcivGru.
(At\'tLS), 452nd Air Rctneling W'\ing (AERL:S), CM UIYCNEN
1 63rd Rcanniaiý.sanec Gr opIJ (AN G) (becomes CM UIYCNEN
anI Air Ull-F 01c'bGop) h Air Farce Audit The o- enimunit y argudl Mlarch 1AFB shoul11d
Agency, and the Mecdia, Center (ftromi Norton remlaint an active-duty base because of its strategic
AlPh, California) will rcitaain and t[lie base will location andI its iinportance to the decfenise of
canvcert ta a icset'\' base. Addlitioally', tihe Army' the U.S. Further, the commun ity' maintained tihe
Carps)' of FtIlgineeIs Unlit, the1 US (Ltstonis base was a vital anload paint for- US Marines itn
Aviatiotn Operatiotl Center- \'VSL, anid thle Dru1g support of Operdition JuLst Cauase, Operation Desert

Evlocerci A Wriyavtinut will reim he1;&!dDcsert Storm', and OpetationResori lope.
The commnlunity also argtted futute Marine Carps

SECRETARY OF DEFENSI-JUSTIFICATION rapi*1d Cl)loynlentll redluiremnetits would ilot he
1,1cr ae svclfacor wichreuledilltle mult with I~i ly' a reserve capability at March A[FB.

ilvc re ate seve'daltacoi.Frst whic rAslt- t-o le ha Friber, the commtrunity pointied out thucre has
abov reo~nletdatiot. FisttheAit[ure Ias e'nl anpproxinmaitely %200m inl colsir i'rt iol ait

tour more ag ati rail t ases tilati needed toI
tile base ill the past few )'ears. The communitysupport, tole ii utllbeCr of bomlbers, tailkers, and also Itac the Air Force inucorrectly graded

ai rI i assets inl tIle DOll Farce Structut e Plan. 1((
Ai-so whetri all eight DoD criteria were applied nlutmerlAus sithelerimlets that were used ill evalo.1-
to 1h1laCe aircraft ba-Ses, Miat h AFTI rankedl ating the large airerah, biases. ille .-orntlnuffty'

law.ii c Am Ftee lan toestbl ili lage ir oted furthler thlat tile base las a tildoril state-
tliobilitV base (IC- 1(, C-5 arid C-i141 aizrk of-thle-ar, hydranit retuclitlg -systeil. Th oý

k-1 lh'NV_'s Cil~. '111H itS-il theralt)~ rilun Jiity illSO took issue \\itl 11 the Cl AMIPUS
on th wes coat. Wleil ases lie mgio savingsl~ inl tle COBRA mode , tlaitltaitlig ti1lere

0Peale A1-P, Cahlornia, Fairchild AFLP3 \Iashi-
ington; Mabrel AlT), Call lormta; McChord AfPB, were higrier Costs, not sa\'!tlgs, which reduced
W'ashlington, Malmist ram Al 13, Montana- I ravis the overall savinigs antitcipated by the realigrimilen.

Al:P, CaLdl arna) were, Analyzecd tar thlis misi~on, CO MSINF DNG
l-iavis AlP) ranked highest. March AFB currently COMSINFDNG
rc;utlires a larlge active dluty e011otiii L o The Commnissiotn touijd Marchl AFT, Calitamia,
"so iport a mc !lot vel' silalll active dloty' force ralkedl 10Wv iil thu ltat>- Val11 t fiele t0 its locationj
structure1. I lc coriversiall of' March AFB to a inl a ihighly) cotigcstedI aiisllite en\'ironittcnt. While
reserve basec achieves subst anitial savinlgs and the b ase bias beenl used xs thle oniloadl point tor
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U.S. Marine deploymients, the realignment of SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
a1ctive-duty resources 'Would not restrict fut ure RECOMMENDATION
use of the base fur airlift of the Marine forcecs. RainM~ieAB J h 3LiAritWn
The majority' of military (:onstruciuon (MILCON) RealignaMctivate Aost N. the 38th AilliftrWingfe
funds expecnded at March AFB recently hias 'been wil inactivte Mstofth AF-, 4]. sorte w-i trasfe
for- tlie Air Force Reserve arld Air Natlional Guard tomann Plaitshurg Al th NY. - Fourten C-e~sewvll
facilities whiich will continue to he needed. In remi andt tiransferto W hi irFrcnesre

addtio, oherMLLON und hae ben he 14t Ailif Wig Air F'orce Reserve
expended, foir oraizatona realinmhaent bee~n (AFRES), the 170th Air Refueling Grottp Air
thpend88baed losuoregaciztionsl (Teslgnent oraia- .(I National Guard (AN G), and the 108th Air
tii would basclosouhe recaining, atls M rarch AB. Refueling Wing (ANG) will remain and the base
ThCo isions fol lotindnomaignificant disprit AF) will convert to a Reserve base. The 913th Airlift
inThe Clomm PUss dcietton. Whnosinfcntdsaiethe Group (AFRES) will relocate troam Willow Grove
Comsso agree Csdocmentradiong errors mayhae Naval Alir Station, PA, to McGuire AFT. The Alir

Commssin agccsome radng eror ma~ h~ve Force Reserve will a crate the base.
been made in the Air Force report, the adjust-
ments Lo those color giadcs did riot miaterially SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
change the overall iating of March AF1B.

The Alir Voice has four more large aircraft base~s
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION than21 ar-c need~ed to suppIort the: number of bombers,

Thei Commission finds the Secretary of Defense tankers, and airlift assets in the DOD force strue:-
(lidnot(leiat sustatialy roi th foce- tuie p~lan. McGuire ranked low,, when compared

strucotur lilanXL and finhalcriteria. Therefore, th to other bases in its category and whet; it was

Com~mission reconimends the followving: March coprdseicalwthterilftbe.
AFB, California, is recommenided lot realignment. The Alir Force pians to est aiblish a large mobil ity
1 be 22nd Alir Refueling Wing \,,ill HInPCrVate. wing base in thec Northeast United Staecs to support
... e KG- 10 ('Active and Associate Reserve) air- the ne~w Ma 'jor Regional Continge:ncy, (MRC)
Craft Will be relocated to Travis AVB, California strategy. McGtuire Al'B, Griffiss AFIB, Newv York
Thle Soutlmwtst Alir Dclense Sector will .-emain and PLattsburgh AlT, New York werec evaloated
at March in a canito-nmentl area pend~inig the out - specifically as-- possible locations I'm this wing
come of a NORAI) sector wonsolidationa study'- si~ce all meti the geogiaph~cal criteria. liatishueegh
It the secor recmainls it x;'6.11 he litansfe rtetc to AFF, ranked best in capability to support thle air

the ir atona Gurd (NG) Th 44 ~ 1 i mbility' wingj due to its locationl, attributes, and
Airlift Wing Air F~or-ce Reserve Ac I) 452nd base loading capacity.
A i: Refueling Wing (AFiýES), 163rdi Neconnats-

&L '.1k Up) (A14 I , .. 'd fit1 W u. Ii iAJV~i.VA1111 I ¶ -- .-- U -

Giioup,', thý: Air F'orce Audit Ageciy, an(' the
Medi CeterP toi Nrto AVIi, a~tfurna) x Ii-lTe community~ argtted MeGuime AlT1's capability

lermnin and theC base will Conver-t !o a reserve, o support0l the mobility wing wals better tmatn

bise. Additionally, the Army Corps of 1Entgineers _at of tlattsburgh AfT, and MCGUire- Al B prove.'d
Un t, ie195Cus ats vit on pertn its capabibity du~ringý 01pet aticin Dcsert Shield/

Center- W.est, and the 'pruv Enforcement DeetAtr.ghenncyni yas age
avitio unt ~Agecy' McGui re wac strategically loc:atedl to rechll

aitountwill CInn at March Lttrop1c witlull 111 1 loaid d C- 4 Is wVitbotit
McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey reftueling. The1y also, a~ssrted Fiat tsburgh AlT

Catwiy LmcXieftCould not1 support the fuel rCeuui-C~ilet 5 gcliter-
pMissni Aig riiijt~ ated by Opecration Dcsert SI-i .ld/i )cert St orin

Gnetic-me Cost; N/A or a stinlkr contingen1cy oper-atioti becatise of
$utitgs:191-9: lith limited cap~ability for- fltel re-suplyl1 during.ý

Attit:NAthe VJ11ter- 11no1t0iS. 111 he 11 coilltiliNý not~d
A'mm'h al N/A MCU~ir: Cotuld acconunffodate( the MObiit w LVing

Pa~h~k: /A assets for less coct thianl Plot tsburghl AVP
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Vunrhci, t1e community argued McGuire A1FII coast mobil ity' 1base at NMc~uirie AFB1. T he C-I 130
was incorrectly' downgradcd loi giround and 91 3th Airlift Group (AHRES) remains at Willow
airsp.ace enicroachmetI1., and training~ was not Grove NAS, 11A. The Commission finds this
encumbered as indicated by the Air Force. Other rc cornmenrdat ion is coti~istenit with the force-
concernsc raised by' thle commun1.11ity incltuded structure plan arid final criteria.
enicroachmncnt of thei accident potential zoneh Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York
at Plattsburgh AU'b.

Categty; Larige Ai re alt
COMMISSION FINDINGS missionl: 1Tanker

Thle Commiission found McGuire AFIB's training Sav-ings: 199-99 $137.1 million
limitations were successfully: managed. A new Savingsa: 19956.:$!7. millioon

airl mob01iliy wing would be able to m~eet its PO'IWalS: 35. years o

total mission requirements based at NIcGuire Pyak er

A113. DoD) did nlot adequately consider the rnlilotary DEFARTMENT OF DEFENSE
value of McGuire AF13 in its assessment of the RECOMMENDATION
extent of the impact of airspace problems and
the basc's contribution01 during Operation Desert None. The Commission added this military
Shield/Desert Storm11 or potential sinmilar contin- installaition to the list of' installations reo-CC11
geticy operations. Further, the cost to realign mended for ciosure oi realigomnini.
MCGuAire Was un1der-stated in the Air Force report.
While anl increase if, Civil aviationl is very likely COMMUNITY CONCERNS
to occur, the inicre:,_id mission activity' could The opposing commttnity argued that MicGuire
be accomniocated witl Continued] airspace AHI had thle capability to stiptort the mobility
managemntcn by' the FederAl Aviation AdtflhtsS- win-g better than Plattsburgh a'nd McGitirc AFB3
tratiotn. Also, although there were sufficient had proven its capability during Operation Desert
alernatives for prov'iding Ittel to Plattsbo~rgh AFB Sh~ield/lDesen Stormn. McGuire is stfaiegically
in the \vinitertjime, thle fuel declivery costs Were located to reach Europe with fulfly' loaded C-
approxiraately' 5.0 timres more expcensivc anuu- 141is without reluelring. Opposing comm LillitIies
a ilv' at PILatsburgh A113 than at McGlui r, AFB. al1so argued PLUIUgiAF13 could not sulpport
Tbhis increased (051 of fuel tlelvery at Plattsbrhtr; the1 Ittel rcqttircrnent!s generated by' Operation
Alit, tiot oigi nally coi sidered in cost compu- Desert Shield/Desert. S-ntor or a similar conitin-
lations, m1-akes the base a inore aittractive gcnev peato because of thle limited capahil-
closure opt ion than realigni ng MeG ui ic. In 2y fopration-up dilý, 1CWHM 1110S

ii>'ill for~t frtcl reupl duriieg the wintr mohs
addtio, e~ure FI isclserto usomes hic McGuire commffunity also noted NIL(.tiite

I tI Iita>'air~~tsytem prspctie cts AFB could accomnii oda'ý e te lc ' \VtO
iligeo1cy' onlooi. poinits, and is in the hecart oif aset fo lescs'hni voi It ea

the orteas sufac traspotaton y~tms.Plattsbuigh AITB. The opposing communities also

COMSINRECOMMENDATION pointd out thle Air Force had failed to properly'
COM~iSIONrecogi i ze signifbean grotilnd nIcr-OaChnit~l en La

Thei Comrnilssi on. finds the Scuretary of Defenise 1Plattsluitgh Al B. The Pnt tsbttrgh c0omm1unllit)'
dCtvmtaCtl substailtial I> from final criteia 1, 2, 3, dispRtttd the relative impor)0ta'icC Of the fttel
and 4. Theref-Core, The Comm11issiot' rCctOtNendCMs eupy sse run thle base coulId be
the fo~l' winig: retain MvcGu ire Ai B ais an active Ie frteled any'tinmeC althsough there had been not
iristallatioii. Thei 4 38th miod 514th Airlilt Wings, previous, reqttireuse it to do so. Additionally,
lhe 1 70th Air Refueling Group (ANG) anid the: thle Plattsburgh consinltmnity' dis.puted thle m-cmi ive
I 08thI Air Rcliteling Wing I.ANG) wvill reCislain At implortancee oi ground encroachment alid argtted
Me~utirc AFB. Move the 19 KC- 10 aircraft from Ilattsburgh was beiingjudgedl on a double stais-
Barksdale Al 11 to McGuirc Al-B. Movex~ the reqtiisite dard regardling the encroachment . ']he Plattsbttrghi
isittlmcr of KC-I 35 aircraft to establish ltc licast cotmtminity' strecssed the importance of' their

StIperior tramp spancc and superb qtuality' ol life.
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Chapter I

COMMISSION FINDINGS Lackland AFB, Texas. The Air Force Water
Survival School will be temporarily located at

The Commission found a tlattsburgh AtB had a Tyndall AFB, Florida. Future disposition of the
relatively small active duty force sn ucture Water Survival School is dependent upon

supported by a large installation and support eflorts to consolidate its functions vith the US

organization. Also, the base can be closed with effvyt th con s t ies Squ adron, Air ti re

relatively low costs with high returns for a short , eservTe (AFRES) will move to Patlrick AFb,

payback period. Plattsburgh AFB is located soie Florida. The 482nd Fighter Wing (AFAES) will

distance from normal airlift customers and onload move to MacDill AFB, Florida and convert to

points, increasing the cost of annual operations. moC.1 35,s. The NOt AD alert activid y will move

Further, annual fuel resupply to Plattsburgh AFB to an alternate location. Tlhe 726h Air Conviw l

to support the proposed east coast mobility wing Squadron wilt relocate to Shaw AnB. The Naval

were cstimatcd at $11.8M, approximately 460% Security Group will consolidate with other US

higher than at McGuire AFB. The Air Force's Sc units. All noD activities and facilities

Air Ins'allation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) including family housing, the hospital, commis-

program, ' vovuntary program for communi- sary, and base exchange facilities will close.
ties, provides guidelines for land development All essential cleanup and restoration activities
near Air Force witallations for public safety. associated with Hurricane Andrew will continue
There was concern with the continued corn- until completed. If Homestead AFB resumes
inercial development in the North Accident operations as a civilian airport, the NOAI alert
Potential Zone I1 (APZ 11). Though the Air lForce facility may ae rcbuiv n airp aorthne nt1O arta.
has a very good accident record, a large airlift/
tanker aircraft accident in this area could be SECRETARY OF DEFENSEJUSTIFICATION
catastLoph ic.

There were several factors which resulted in the
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION closure recommendation. First, the Air Force

has one more small aircraft base than is required
I hie Commission finds the Secretary o Defense to support the fighter aircraft in the DoD Force
deviated substantially from final criteria 2 and Structuce Plan. When the data were evaluatcd
4. Therefore, the C~ommission recommends thefol'lowin:cl-ose te CPlattshurgh AE and rerdistrhe against all eight of the DoD selection criteria,

tollowing: cpop Plattsburgh AC Is and redistribute Holmestead AI'B ranked low relative to the othcr
assets as approtpriate. Thlie Comiission finds this bases in the small aircraft subcategory. While
recommendation is consistent with the force- Homestead AI13's ranking rests on the combincd
structure plan and fin.l criteria. results of applying the eight DoD selection
Small Aircrafi criteria, one stood out: toe excessive cost to

rebuild Hoinesteid, while other small aircraft

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida bases required little or no new invcstment.
"-The cost to close I loincstcad AF1B is low, espe-

Cofgorny: Small Aitcir{Jt cially when measured against the high cost of
mlissio': Poowcr 1rojcciion F-16 reconstruction, and the loog-term savings are
One-timc Cost: $42.1 million substantial
Savings: 109-1-99: $.357..5 million

Amnantl: $71.0 million All small aircraft bases were considered equally
Payback.: Imicdialc in a process that conformed to the Defense Base

Closurc and Recalignment Act of 1990 (Public
SECRLYARY OF DEFENSE Law 101-510), as amended, and the Department
RECOMMENDATION of Dcfensc (DOD) guidance. Bases were evalu-

I lom stead AFB, Forida, is recom menrided for ated against the eight I)oD selection crite ria and
a large number of sulcinents specific to Air

closure. Thc 31st lighter Wing will inactivatc. Force bases andiiissio lls. Data wer collected

All :-10s from the 31st Fighter Wing will icirain and the c itcria and suselements of the criteria

teCmporarily assigned to Moody AIlB, Georgia, applied by the Basc Closub re l xccti\'o e rotip

and Shaw AFB, South1 Car-tolina. The llitcl- (plexecutive B eOU lp), a group of-seven genera

American Air iforccs Academy will move to
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ollice rs and Six\ _Sen10 to hcc:utivc SCrViCC tionl I LI iis, thec suipplemnirtal allocation funds
career civilians appointed by tltc Scietlary of' combinedlc~ with sa\'ir's froml not moving the
theC \ir' For1cC. Ih1 dec~i-sion to) close lome1stead unrits wVcre sufficienit to r-cbuild laeiluitis f-or tile
A\l11 was nude 1by thc Secretary, of' the Air Foi-cc Air Force Reserves, 482d Fighter Wing, the North
with advice of the Ali- Force Chief- of Staff and Ameirican Ani Defensc alert dectachmeni and the
inl .onsuI~ltaionl with the l.Xeeut~ivc Group. \'Vatr 'Survival S)chool. Wheni combined with

savings f rom m ilitary Consl Suc'o I IL1cost avoid-
COMMUNITY CONCERNS aneeC for- rehuilding thec 31st Fighiter WVing lacil-

I h C01)IllLil I)' ighigtedtheIlilial-' JIU iies at 1lonisicad, the 301 st ReCSCue Sqluadronl
The ommnityhigligted he iliary alte fcilit~ies could also be rebuilt. The Commission's

Of 1i jomestead'S 11rOXi init' to Cuibal both aS a Cost analysis showed more savings fOr rebhuild-
deterrent to possible a-mression and for- sta~ging igfclte ohueFI6arrfnt1G
combat and contingency operation-s inl the 1 35R. aircraft, because support facilities for
southern region and agairsi. Cuba. T he coin- K- 5ý ol eapoiaeyI2,0,
mttn~lit)- described the sittiationl where 1`1-lurriCaneC 1mG-I than wou~ldirbe aproimalte fly 529,00000
Andrew, effectively closed I bomestead inl Augtust mr hnrbiligfclte o - s
11-992, when base perso1nnef evacuiated and did The Commission fotind rebuildling the Water
nlot return-1. Damlage cauLsed by I urricanec Suirvival School facilitie.s ait I lowestead AFI3 was
Andre-w ieniedl the local region timec to adJuLst affordable, but itrestablishing thaýt unit would
to norm11al base closure aIctions dtfiring a i1 1mC of necessitate rcopeninig I lomeistead as an activ'e
Se\'ere econoi11C deV~astaiion. The1 C011111i1.11li1) du~ty air iorce bas;e with atliendant increased
cLIisaoreed willh the Department of Pefense requLirements for facilities to housec anid suippori
asse_'ssmenlt of' I %, ec0i ioniC impl'act Onl tbe area. activc-d~lty' mlilitary) IperS01nnel, aetiioiiS Which WCere
The Wrlfmnilnt believed the Alir Force under. not Cost clitective.

StClCtSfor niciving the 42FiheWng The Conmmiission found rchuiildii ig the 301 st
to Ma'laDill as p~ir 01 H omestead's cost 1 0 Close. ReceSlidoifaltes\aafrabean

Theconintnity gretlthecos tofuly estre the Air Force coulcd enhance combhat mission
I oliiistead was excessiv.e, butl suppiclemental 311ilail 1de~cieesb ~j)tlung theCse
appropriations for- rcbini Iding the hasc would itegraylctgition adISIV eect ivnes by icoll ombtnis
adjCCl~iitefv_ coV(-ter i cost of- btildlinga cev The Commission found the Space SIhu~ttle suip-
canitonmenclt area, allowing the returnl 01 boilh port mlission the Linlit Current ly performs; is
reserve units, tihe \V'ai r SttrVival School1 3and sc~on~dary) to its primary tasking aiiý etifrenlt
the aler-t faCil iiv. TheCse !hinds were- heldI inllc Iiitemsinre~irnet o ieui
ah(lpciice by' fllu Alir Force pending the 1993 cotdd be s;Uilillorted from1 IloinesteSIad AkFB.
iDaSC-C lOS11ir cICisions anLd \yer nlC 111C01siuICi CCi
ill I I oniestead's seeunli o cost comlluirSons. The Th Comm11iSSion1 focind the Air Force did riot

co uLill loaguedC tha baeoeatill, ýk css i,111 netd prtigcsts for 0o)lening Mac-Dill A\FBf
w !11 i t) '1 S il l at raC- 1 cos ki a y i a)Sd tb1C LsI 0 1M C

as;sociated wih reopening NU illI Ai Vorce Vase, inl its el osingCs illmyi aeths-wl
F lo.ri da. operated 6y the 48-)d F iglitier WNing, est imiated savinlgs fr-oml closi iig If omilestead AF B.
were rio]lt fact ord inl I lomesteAads; cost to Close Th 1Con C iD5i ~ Oil also found, alt hoogh the
aii1d would eCeedl( oper-atin~g co0sts of a1 cantonl- __c~e'c emlymn los wa ony I 9 o,,I the
nlenit area. Miami-il ialeahl Met rolol itail Stat istical Area, lhe

actu Lil ýCeol 1001ic impact waýs Coilcel(tlrated inl thle
COMMISSION FINDINGS lC'SS denIsely' popu)lated S)otuh Dade Cotmntyw heire

damage f rom 1 lurr icane Ancfrew was more e:on-
Tlhe CA)ifi ll is5iOil 101.111d the lllil iitary value 0i LClntrated l and \eCi-cr If on11Ciestad AFB is locatedc.
Ho omesteacf AF B's localtion wa> indeedc Ihighi, due Ih Icc C omi 1011 nllipaCt from1 i IllS CIOSWi r tO Soit hi
to) its, strategýic 10Cý_,tin, hot thlis (it(1 riot jt~istf aE'aiiy a .%
rcl)inllcirg the base to its prcvious capabilities.
IThe1 C oi1l1l ISSilil fottilL theL Coin11,1-1) niunity eredinlllv . the C011oiimmissoml11ilfud t bai it \\Odilcl be_
in its cobt -sý,ving analysis by miigopfrattlS 1ioi- is moe eciloillicat for D~ade Coutimi to operate
and nlaitinilclmce fncf"s-w ith) militaryV collst rtmc- oIii11CStead AFE a a' civi airjI o J1il withfilthe Air

I orce Reserve cinits asý tenlants onl thc b),lse.
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Chaptcr I

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION cost whatsoccr to the federal govern, cnit and

Tie Commission finds the Secretary of Defense that the closlueC/realignenllt mtust begin by July -i
SQ995 and be completed by July 1997. Chicago

dcviated substantially from final criteria 1, 3, 4 would also have to flund thc lull cost of rclocat-
and 6. Therefore, the Commission rccommends ing the Army)' Rscrc activity, or lcavc it in
the following: realign Ilomestead AF1 with the place. If these conditions are not met, tile units
following actions. Inactivate the 31sl FighlCr should remain at O'liarc Intcinatimnal Aiyport.
"Vving; all F-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing
will remain temporarily assigned to Moody AFB, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
Georgia, and Shaw AF1B, Sottth Carolina; movc
the Intcr-Amcrican Air Forces Academy to O'llarc Reser\c Station is in the Northwest
Lackland AI:B, TCxas; temporarily relocate the corner of O'Hare Iritrnational Airport, cn joy-
Air Force Watcr Survival School io Tyndall AFB, ing immediate access to two runways. T-wo ARC

Florida. Future disposition of the Water units are based there: the 928th Air1hf Group
Survival School is depcndcnt upon effeorts to (Air Force Rcservc), with C- I 30s; -and the 126th
consolidate its function-IS with the Navy. Rclo- Air Refucling Wing (Air National Guard), wit•
cate the 726th Air Control Squadron to Shaw 1KC-135s. An Army Reserve Center is located
AFB. Consolidatc thc Naval Security Group with adjacent to the base. In addition, a large
other US Navy units. Close all Dot) activities Deflensc Logistics Agency (IJLA) activ\ity currently
and facilities, including family housing, thle occupies a government ow\\nlcd, recently rello-
hospital, commissary, and base-exchange facili- \:ated office building on the base; howvcvcr, DLA
tics. All csscntial cleanup and rcstoration is recommending disestablishment of this activ--
activities associatcd with hiurricanc Andrew it)' to other locations as part of the 1993 base
wfi! Lic compicted. the -ft~dl 1-]0 -lgLitctr cosulre proccs.
Wing (AFRI-S) and the 301st Rescue Squadron In a 1991 laud exchange agreement, intcnded
(AFRES) and the North American Air Dcfensc to resolve all real poperty issues betn the
alert activity will remain in cantonment arcas. Air horce and the City (A Chicago at O'llate
The Commission finds this reconmnlcndation ltCraati oral Ainport, the C ity\' sccitically agrcfc
is consistent with thc forcc-strtUrc plan and that it would seek no mnorc land from thie 'llareI
final criteria. ARS. The Air Force has advised the City that
Air Force Reserve the ARC units arc adequately houscd at O'I larc,

atnd there is no basis for Illo\nillg theCm. I-heCr

O'Hare International Airport Air are no savings from n1moving; only costs. To
orl e .... ..... S-,tio ln, "• justify this realignmnllt tinder the l)ol) D ase

Closure Selection Criteria, all costs of clos telC/
Cawtgwty: l.atge Aircltem rCaligiImentl wohtI have to be lin cled cut i rcly
Mission: Aidrit ,.IJ . at nkct outside the federal gove nmcit. (1 or exatple,
One-time Cost: N/A no DoD or FAA futnds), Tile relocation site would
Savings: 1994-99: N/A have to meet all oFcralng rcqutiremcnts, such

Anmual: NIA a-; run\'ay length and frccdomn froml noise-
IPa,,'bclk: N/A related operating limjtationls, and bc close enough

to Chicago thai the un1its \vottld nt l suffcr
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Major loss of personnel. The day-to-day opcrat-
RECOMMENDATION ing Costs at te liC cloCatitiCll site would havC to1

Close O'HIare ARS as prolosedl by the City' 0of Collmparc favorably with those at 'l larc intcr

Chicago arid rclocatc the assigned Air Rcscrvc national Airport.

Compotictnt (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford The C.ity 1IOp)OSCS that t1ie AlRC tnirs moveC to
Airport, or aoothcr locatioll accc'ntablc to the G rcatci Rocklurd Airport, 55 milcs northuvhcst
Secretary of tlic Ait Force, providcd the City o1 OffarC I in ernat ion1al Airp)ort. Virtually no
can demonstrate that it has the financinig in plaec facilities for the units Cxist at Rocklord. so an
to cover the full (:oSt of replacinrig facililics, tmov- cutir-ly ncwV base wottld havc to be constructcd.
ing, amid cnvi onmncutal cleanup, WvithoitL an)' The airfield is constrained on two sidcs by the
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Clhaptcr I

Rock River and flood plain. At least one runway COMMISSION FINDINGS
will have to be exicnded for KGC-1 35 operations.
Thcrc appear to be noisc and other environ- -the CommIssion found alhougha the units weeta
mental problems to resolvc before a final deter- adequately housed atdes'a-re Air Reserve Station,
mination of siting feasilility can be made. undremines the typical community-base support

COMMUNITY CONCERNS reilaionship Lound at other bases, and could be
detrimental to futUrC mission accomplishnments.

Some commutity groups su p ported the realign- The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
ment of O'ltare ARS, while others opposed it; Dctensc that tile relocation must be at no cost
however, all involved wanted the u' , to stay to the federal government and that financial plans
in Illinois. The opposition groups c .. , med the must incitIdc the receiving community's contri-
unit combat effectiveness would be adversely butiolls toward this relocation. The Commis-
impacted by loss of personnel and a diminished sion found flying operations were impcdcd during
rccruiling pIopulation base outside the Chicago adverse weather duc to basing on the world's
metropolitan area. T-he opposition gloups busiest airport. Additionally, local visual flightarguted the City of Chicago had no financial training was conducted at remote fields due to

plan and had not dletermincd costs to rcbuild traffic congestion at Chicago O'Hare. The Coin-
replacement facilities for the reserve units. mission found all military construction was halted
Furthermore, assurances were initiallv made to at O'Hare ARS in response to closure actions
avoid costs to DoD, but not to the federal thtis affecting maintenance of the base and
gov\errctm . Tlhe opposition also argued costs potentially affecting fAying operations, if the Air
to relocate were excessivc because there \vere Force subsequently rejects relocation sites. "[thC
no o01h'r rRtnways1 illn IttnOis tonig etIouh to Lom-maissioln found there would 'ie a smaiicr
handle the KC-135 aircraft aind the proposed population base from which to recruit, likely
site at the Greater Rockford Airport Ctirrently impacting ttnit manning. These additional costs
had no unit facilities, to replace personnel would not be recoverable

Ihe growps supporting the Of fare ARS realign- from the City of Chicago, but should not

mnto0 belicevd other sitcs would provide adequate significantly impact unit combat capability.

populatiolns for rccruiting. The groups also The Commission fottnd the City of Chicago did
claimcd moving the units to a lCss-congcstcd no't plan for moving the Army Reserve activity
location would increase training opporttnities adjaccnt 1o the basC, but must1-5 include that Unit
and allow for future unit expansion. The cur- in fuIture expansion proposals.
rent Iuse of thle airport land as a imuiiitary itistal-
lation is inelficient, and ihc realignient of the COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
base votuld allow economic dcvcelopmenlt, in-
crease thie number of jobs, and improvc airport The Commission finds the Secretar" of Defense
efficiency. The City' of Chicago asse ied t lie time dcviated substanitial ly from final criteria 2 and
Constraints were Llcalistic and tie 5,Crllary 4. Therefore, the Commission recomnmenlds theof 1)clctsr rccomn aisdation should be chanry'd tollowing: close 01lare ARS as proposed by the

to allow compilction of the move by 1999 as the City of Chicago and relocate the assigned Air
statute allows. The supporting organiRsations ,ceCrve ciolmlptonenlt (ARC,]) units to the Gircater
claimed no 1Dclparticri of cl(citsc uinds would Rocikford Airport, or anotlhr location acccpl-

be spent for un1il relocations, but federal rands able to the eagreement v[ tho te ce(in con-

could hc spcnt for 11nor al civil aviation im11rovc- location) rll d teCty' of CI ia g

nictlts to facilitate the transfer. Iln addition, the location), provided the City of Chicago can

groups claimed federal policy' promoting coni- rlcmonsliralc that it has the financing il place

ver;ionl of' miifitaty' bases to Civil aviationl was to cover tl e full cost of ic placing facilities

rclc\vant in this situation, (except lor t-IAA grants for airport plannintg and
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Chapter I

dcvclopmcnt that would oticr-wtse bc eligible with most of the othcv Gcntilc Ali- Force Station
for kcdcral fiunmcial assisiancc 1o serve thc needs tcnants, streanilincd operations and cut cost.
of' civil a\'iaiionl at the receiving location), cnlvi- I lowever, the Defense S1witching Network will
ronmicntal impact analyses, moving, and any remain as thc soke tenant of Gecntile Air- Force
added costs of' cnivironn mental cleaiup rcsulting Star ion, With thc p)ossibill it'Of beinlg phIasCd out
from higher standards or a faster schcdulc thanl within IWe tol-C1 f'our ycars. Thle Cominission did
DoD would bc obliged to mcct if thec base did not ascertain costs associated With ClosurIC Of
nlot Close, Wvithout anly Cos 51whatsoever- to the GentI~ie AFS. The clOSure1- woul1d he relatively
!federal governmenllclt, and furtherCI provided that inexpensive because Gentile is a small installa-
the closure/realignment must begin by) July 1995 tion, owned by the Air- Force (Wright Patterson
and be completed by July 1 998. Chicago would AF1B), which wVould b~e vacant ecep)Ltfor- the
also have to fund theL cost of relocating the Army automatic switching center.
Reserve actliviy, or leave it in placce If these
conditions ar-c not1 met, th1e unit0S should rminC1,11 COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
at 0' l are International Airport. Thle Commis- The Commission finds the Secretary of- Defenise
sion finds this recommenlcldation i's conlsisient with dleviated substantially from final criterion 1.
the force-strttcture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Commission recommenic-ds the

Other Air Force Bases following: c:lose Genitile' Alir Force Station,
Dayton, Ohio, except for- space required to

Gentile Air Force Station operate the Defecnse Switching Nctworh. Thle

Dayton, Ohio Commission finds this recommendation is
con-sistent with the force-structure plan and

mi\lssion: P)tttttiptil ond host olgainzatiou1 is diw
De-Ptisc Ict'et uiiiit Su1pply Center. ItI aidditioni Air Force Depots
there ate ovcr 20 tenant activities.

One-7Time Cost: N/A Newark Air Force Base, Ohio
,Saxin/ýs * 1994-99: N/A Catc'got \ Dcpol

Anntial: N/A M'i',,siotu Acrospace Gtitdonn, and1
Pa Ylack - NIA Met, oloe CenIct

SECREARY F DEENSEOne-time Cost:- $ 31.3 million
RECRMENDRY IOF EENS Savings: 1994-99: ' -1 7.1 miillion (cost)

RECO MENDTIONAnimal: $ 3.8 million
r-'JiiL ' C s .- Lit[)ybek 8 Years

u lstallalt ion to the list of installations; recom- SCEAYO EES
mended for clos-ure or recalign mcii t. SECRMETARY IOFD ENS

COMMUNITY CONCERNS Newark AFEI3, Ohio, is r-ecolmmenided for- closure.

Thle commun1~lity' was primarily jinterested in Thei Aerospace Guidance and Met rolog~y Center
reCtalining theC DefenIIse E~lectonic:s Supp)Ily (AGIMC-) depot \\ill be closed-, some workload
Center (DISC) as the host onl Gentile APS. It will move to other depot maintenance activities
argued( keepling DIISC at Gentile AFS was more including the1 private sctlor. 'vc anticipate that
cost effective t ban relocating the imissio to most will bec pri'at ized in plaice.

C0411IM5 OliO a'; _C0I~~lC~l~d1)) DD.SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUJSTIFICATION

CCMMISSION FINDINGS DuLe to signifit-can1t r-cduct11 Ioni for-ce struc101tur,

VIe Comm11ission1 forind Closillný the D)C fiise thle Air- Foi 'ce has anl excess depot maimntetianc
Electronics Suply1)) Center and relocating ita capacity of at least 8.7 inill ion Di recc Pr-oduct
the PI~clense Conlst ruct I on Sutpply' Cenlter, along Act rial I Lou- rs lPA1 I). Whleni all eight criteria



Clijitr 1

aie appi ed to thie hasCs in 11W depot subcal- Additionally, the conmmuniy)' helic'ed priiVati-
Cgory, Newark Al-B ranked low in comparison Zartion coutld 1ot be accomplishecl .d willtohtt
10 the other five depot bases. The long-term signiicant cost to the USAF', and was not ceo-
military value of the base is low because it does rtomically fecasible. The community also believed
not have an airfield and it is not a traditional the base was unlairly penalized for absence of- a
Air Force base in any respect. Instead, it is a runwa.y. Community officials argued a runway
stand-alone, highly technical, industrial plant was not ncede,'d for the Aecospace Guidancc and
that is operated predominantly by a civilian work Metrology Ccnter mi':' 1n; in fact, it would jCop-
force. As a rCsult, it is condttci\'e to conversion ardizc seismic stabhlit,'. Additionally, cross-
to the private sector. The closure of Ncwark- utilization of peisoinel capablc of repairing B
AFB will reduce the Air Force excess depot both inertial-navigation and inertial-guidanceC
capacity by 1.7 million DPA1I and is consistcnt systems was critical during crises as proven cluring
with OSD guidance to reduce excess capacity, lhe base's stupport of Operation Desert Shield/
cconomizc depot management, and increase Desert Storm. T-lhe community also argued it.
competition1 and pri\,atization in DoD. was inconsistent to retain MinteCman Ill bases,

All six Air Force oepots were considercd for yet, pri\vatizC the o0ly gttidance sysstcm repa,

closure equally in a process that conformed to capability for this weapon system.

the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act
of 1090 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and
Office of the Secretary of' D)efensc (0';D) guid- The Commission found the workload at Ncwaik
antce. Each base hosting an Air Force depot was AFB is not unique. Contractor facilities pres-
evaluated against the eight Dol) selection crite- ently have the rcpaii capability arid have been
ria and a large number of suhelemtcnis specific doing ii for years. Thc workload can Citlecr be
to Air Force bases, depots, and missions. Exten- contracted otit to one or m11orc of several exist-
sivc data, gathcrcd to suIpport the evaluation of ing -nanufacturcrs or privatizcd in place. It
these bases tunder each criterion, was reviewed appears induistry interest in pti\,ltization in
by the Base ClosUtre ExccutiVC i 1'1rot1p (Exccu- place is limited. Thlus, if pri'atization is 1ot a
live Group). The 1-xecutiVc Group is a group of viable option, the Air Forcc can contract the
seven gcneral officer,, and six Senior Executive required workload incremerltaliy as the work-
Scrvice carccr civilians appointed by the Score- load at Ncwark declines. Additionally, in
tary of the Air Fýorce (SECAI). SI'CAF made the response to t.hc community's question regard-
decision to close Newvark Al P with tile advice ing being pcnaeizcd for lack of a runway, the
of the Air Force Chice of Staff and in consulta- Commission found Newark AI:B did not receive
tionl wit the Exectitive (lottol1. ' a i' vc a t 1 m:11f111 o iack of :1 ri -1\Ii 'av, thtll, thelre

was no n ega.tiMve illmpact to tile base's o\'crall
COMMUNITY CONCERNS perlornmncc rating

The commtunity argued the facilitics at Newark COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
AltB were unique, and replication of the work-
load clscwl crc was not cost-cflective. the coin- Tlie Conmmission linds the Secretary ol I clnse
niti-i0)' behlevcd the facility was the single cciitCr did not deviate suibstantially I from the forcc-
fmr repar of strategic-ni issile gtiidaticC systenils St rtct tlre plan and final criteria, TI rctiforc, thC
and certain aircralt incrtial navigation systems Cominission tecoimmcnds the following: Newark
and, therefore, should remain open. The con0- AlB, Ohio is rccomnmcndcd for closurc. The
ntlltlitv also miailtained the seisnic stahility of Acrospace Guitdance and Metrology Cciierti
the lacil it) was clitical to both rcpmir functions, (ACM\C) depot \,\ill bc clo-scd; sonic workload
and Newvark AIl• was the onl. ccnter available will mo\'v to oilecr depot inainclianicc activitics
to mnele these requi renlclits. incll(ding the private sctor.
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Chlange's to Previously Approved I3RAC be operated by thle City of Austinl as a mun-Ilicipall
ai rpor't Austin city officials pointed out the 1 Q9988/91 Recommendations Base Closure anld R,,'al ignntilentt Comniiwssion

Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas kReport cle-arly States: "thle All For-Ce ReCSC\T'e
Caw units shall rcmal ii inl the: Bcri,,st rom cantonmntcl

,ýoi- v Alihmc1'csIVCarea i l- thle base is con~verted to a civil ianMission. IProti c i)t( tloiol airi ort and if' not decision is n ad,: by J LIM. 9 93,
0tte-0iriw Cost: NI the Reserve unihs %Vill be I~dIStr'?IbttteJ 01 kn ay
Saivings: 109-1-99: N/A I1 1993, the citizens of AtistiD over-WelmIngly

AmIybCtek: N/A approv'ed a $400 million bond relferendlum to
Pa~buch,.- NIA relocate the niun1101ieipl airpIor-t to Bergstrom Al 131

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE therefcore, thle city argued, the Air Fortce is 'orn-
nultted to lea\'ing0 the reCserve- unjts at bCr~tvomYII.RECOMMENDATION 1

~ w 99~in aI report dated Maiy 20, 1993, theC eol"I'lu-l
Change the recommendatio of tl QlCm
mission regarding Bergstrom AFB as ýofiosws: The n1.ity also suggested that a more seniýible dcci-

704h Fght': r~udro (ARES \\ithits~ ( Sioll WOUld be to )lot only retainl the reserv'e
ai tleaf an th 92)!,- Suaro AFighter Nroup iAl ES) unils at Bergstrom, but to move the Air Force

uprt unit lill ovei Fgto r Garouvpl \lITS reServr munts from Carswvell Al Li to Berigstroin.
andpoth cantomets area alo to Bergstrom AFI cx The commun1111ty' Con~ten(ed this, decision vouldd

all th Ca~t~-111C~t a-C Li Bc,ýsromAFB%\:ll imptove operational readiness, restlt in- signifi-close. The Pcegionaf Corr-osion Control Facility' atT~LO aig ($57 million). pi'o\'i(le
at Bergsýtroni Al iI will be closed by Sepit ember cn rl O aig
30, 1 994, uleIss, a cvlinair- [)ort' authority- Vast ly sttperior Laeilities with expansion l 0011,

elects~~~~~ ~~~~ tasuethrep sii1iyfroetIn and 'alleviate air-sf aec conlgestionl inl the Dallas-
elect,-; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ or to'rt area1C h epo'iiit o pc't

and mainitaining" the facility before that date. kot 1ra

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION COMMISSION FINDINGS
The99 oniitsto rconmuede ' 'e CommIIissionI foun1d the A\ir For1ce Was teCsolute1

1 -LO1111CI&Ithe Ci~sttI' inl its recotmmendat ion to nmoe the- 704th 1 iglmter
of f1'c-gstroin A]IB. Thle AtF1IIS \VaIS to remain In 1 tCjLlmno (AFRI S) with its F-10 aircraft and
a cant onmnent area. InI revieing AR IS fIfiih te94hfgtr(ru AR upr nt

forS IM N Bci' stro AFeI tf' Air o le h)tn tn l i tl to Cai'skv ll AF1tB, ITexas arid to close thle Blergst romn

co. st d ahle Be a\'io rig cot'I d be itseal nd by tealt tg o t antwo i nencit ar ea d esp ite an)' co min mtti nc itl 5 it
ing he lerst oin IRE unts nd arcrft o tay have nade iti 109 1 . Thle A\ ir Force believes

thle Carsvwel Il AFB cant on mei~it are-a. This reCallIgnl C1H 1 k: Irn Ici l rurstanlcc's haive overtaken thle I 991I
inentl will result inl savings inl Niiitarv Coiistru siit ca' ieeARE :nt t c srii
tion (NILI CON) ItitidfS, r-CdtteCfC tu~anpo0Wer Costs
and will niot signfianl imattnt1edns lie Comm Iissionl also outildf thalt the C-it)' C-orUInei
The original I0991 irealign ment mccominiciendat ioti of Austin has fo rnmall adopte ive reC -soltitionIs
cost $1 2.5 million01 inl NI llCON to coiistrucit a Since juf)' 1990 indicainlg thec City"s :onumnllit-
cantonmnent area at Bergstron- A11J3. Based onl tuenIt to, reTLIse 'Bergstlroin AflB as its- munlicipal
th e best e'stimates available, at this time, thle cost airport. On)i May 1 , 1993 the citizens of AttSt.in
of this change is; $5.8 million m ii I llCON for- at voted for a bonid pi ofositioii inl tite Ianoiout of
pro01(ICctc savings of $0.7 mtil lion. ifthis act ion $-100 linilhl o to finiance rnloviiigv Its, Munticipal
wvill also result ill net maiipow\er sav'inrgs. at rpoit. The Air For. e does no0t apj wCar to lhave

consicferet tilie Atist ii cnurtmi C0111.1)' long-tcrnml
COiMMU1.NIT'Y CONCERNS coin tu ii muentl to mlove itS nit-11irI c al at rp)o'i- to

IThe cot imiutinlit y believed tile F- 1-) reSCr't' StIlat- Bergstrom AF1B.

ronl atnit its supfpfort unlit> shlouild rCIni a ill , if me Colinmissijon found the /\it llr I m learmliet
cant iolilimnlicall ;ci il Bi~cgst roi Al B wvhiichi willf the details of1 tlit Navy''s piopo-s;if to mnovet a

IailgC liiti tuher of i'csc rye a i icaft to Ca rswc I
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Chapter I

afiter it decided to reconmncnd that the Bcrgstuom SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
reserve units m:ovc to Carswell. The Comniis- RECOMMENDATION
sion was concerned the Air Force failed to Change the recommendation ofthe 1991 Com-
consider the rccruiting problems that may exist h
by moving approximatcly ten thousand rescrv- mission rcgarding Carswell AFB as follows: Trans-

ists to the Fort Worth area. Competition among fcr the fabrication function of the 436th Training

tile serviccs to recruit qualified technicians will Squadron (tormerly '130th Strategic Training

no doubt have an adverse affect on the readi- Souadron) to Luke AFI3, Ari"ona and the main-

ness of these units. Tr-ining plans require three tenancc training function to Il-ill AF13, Utah. The

to five years for a new affiliate to mcct the mili- remaining functions of the 436th Training Squad -

tary services and FAA performance standards. ron will still relocate to Dyess AFB, Texas. Final

The Commission also had concerns with locat- disposition of the base exchange and commis-

ing 186 aircraft in an a-ea that has ground- sary will depend on the outcome of the Con-
n pgiressionally mandated base exchange andencroachmen~t probolems and is III a high density

aircraft traffic pattern, commissary test program.

The Con-mmission found the Secretary of Defense SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
recommendation concerning the Regional
Corrosion Control Facility (, CCF) was consis- The, 1991 Commission recommended that the

tent with the selection criteria. If closure is 4,6th Training Squadron be relocated te Dycss

required because the civilian airport authorily AFB as a whole. The proposed action will result

does not elect to assume responsibility for in more streamrlined and efficient training oper-

operating and maintaining the RCCF. the ations. Transferring the fabrication fnction to

Department of D)efcnse should insure that all lLike AFF will avoid duplicating this function
rcusabic eqtuipment and resources irom that within Air Combat Command. The 1Hill AFB

facility arc relocate( to the extent economical move will ensure that maintenance training is
Ind piacticable, provided in a more efficient manner.

The original 1991 realigrnent cost was $1.8
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION million in Military Construction (MILCON). The

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense cost for this redirect is $0.3 million MILCON,

deviated substaniially from the force-struct.urC for a projected savings of $1.5 million MILCON.

plan and final criteria 1, 2, and 4. 1 hcrcfore, COMMUNITY CONCERNS
the Commission rccommeicnlds the following:
Bergstrom cantonm-ent area will remain open T1he colnmunity viewed the Sectetary of Def-ense's
and the 704th Fightcr Squadron (AHIPS) with 1993 recommendation to establish Carswell as
its F-10 aircraft and the 924th Fightcr Gioup a joint, master rcscrvc/guard base as a win-win
(A1 RI-S) support urnits remain at the Bcrgstrom situation that would complemenit its redcvelop-
cantot nIent area until at least the lend of 1990. nient-authority efforts. The community stated
Close or relocate the Regional Corrosion Con- the proposed expansion of the cantonment area
trol [aciliy at K',rgstrom by Septcmbcr 30, 1994, would not he a problem, since most of the devcl-
unlCss a civilian airport authority assumes the opment being considceied by the community is
responsiltility for l)cprating and maintaining the south of the expanded cantonment area.
facility bceore that date. I hc Commission finds
this recomnmendation is consistent with the forcc COMMISSION FINDINGS
st rtLtcttt r plan arid final criteria. The Commissionr found the proposed actions
Carswell Air Force Base, Texas involving Dycss, Luke and I lill AFB would result

Catcgotti: Ait i'orcc ltc' t'v- in more streamlined and cfficient DolD training
Mitsszot: l~iivt'oIr l'rjiojttt iopci ations and avoid duplication of training.

Onc-itmto Cost: $ 0.3 million
.Sa\,ittg ': 1994-99: $ 1 8 million

Annual. N/A
lPaybIa'1h N/A
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Chaptcr 1

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense Thcrc were no formal cxprcssions from thc
did not deviate substantially from the force- community.
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: transfer COMMISSION FINDINGS
the fabrication function of the 4360th Training The Commission found the rccoinimended
Squadron (formerly 436th Strategic Training force-strueture changes would result in a large
Squadron) to Luke AFB, Arizona and the main- numbers ofucture c atge s dalesA h irialag
tenance training function to I ill AFB, Utah. The number of B-52s at Barksdale AFB. Addition -
remaining functions of the 436th Training Squad- ally, Air Mobility Training, to include KC-135s,
ron wilt still relocate o Drcss AB13, Texas. is being consolidated at Altus AFB3. This atcionron ill tillreloatewould improve efficiency of training and mill-
Final disposition of the base exchange and com-

utissary will depend on the outcome of ti," tary operations.

Congressionally mandated base cxchangc and The original 1991 realignment recommendation
commissary test program. cost. was $78.7M in MILCON. The cstimated

Czstle AFB, California cost for this 1Q93 recommendation is $59.5M
in MILCON for a projected savings of $19.2M.

Calegorly: 1991 Closure
Mission: N/A COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
One-timec Cost9- $59.5 million The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
SAvings: 1994-99: $78.7 miihun did not deviate substantially from the force-
Pannbac: N/A st ruetture plan and final criteria. Therefore, theCommission rccoinnicenc; the followinA , rcdirccl
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE the B-52 and KC-1.35 Combat Crew Training
RECOMMENDATION mission from Fairchild AFB, Washington to

Barksdalc AFB, Louisiana (B-52) and Aitus AFB,
Changc the recommendation of the 1991 Oklahoma (KC-135).
Commission regarding Castle AHl as follows:
Redirect the 1B-52 and KC-135 Combat Crew Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois
Training mission from Fairchild AEB, Washing- Category. 1988 Close ic

ton to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana ,13-52) and Altus Mission: N/A
AFB, Oklahoma (KC.-135). Onte-time Cost: $16.4 million

avings: 1994-99: $17.5 million
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION PivbM h: N/A

"The [orcC strtiutttre t1po01 which the 1991 Coin- SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
mission based its recommendations has changed RECOMMENDATION
and 13-52 force structure is being reduced. The
Air Force currently plans t,, base a large u As par t fthe closure of Chanute At', Illinois,
ber of B-52s at two locations, with Barksdale the Air Force recommends consolidating its 16
AFB serving as the hub for B-52 operations and Metals Technology, Non-Destructive Inspeclion,
training. Similarly, training for - moility opera- and Aircralt Structural Ma itcnancc training
tions is being centralized at Altms AFl. This courses with the Navy at Naval Air Station (NAS)
redirect will reduce the llnlumel Of training sites Memphis, 1 etinessec, and thlen move with the
and improve efficiency of operations. Navy when NAS Memphis closes. The 1991 Base

Closure Cottitnission reeotimClenteI( that these
The oliginal 1991 rcalignment t rccommendatlion courses, along With 36 other courses, he tramis-
cost $78.7 million in Military ConstLuction fcrrcd to Slheppard AI13, Texas.
(MILCON). The estimatcd cost for this redirect
to Barksdale and Altus AlIbs is $59. S million in
MILCON, for a proiected savings of $19.2 iriillion.
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Chapter I

SECRETIARY OF DEFENSF-JUSTIFIC.AT!ON MacI~iil Air Force Base, Florida
Onl March 31, 1 992, the I JoB I nspcetrcw.(ncical Cattcgon': A'htjol I h'ridqinii tc iS
r-cconmmended that thec At,- Force M.oloi-~vai lission: Hclad quiw tcts 11SS( )CQM
collocaltc its 10I mtals t rA "in ing cour-cs witl lite a i~d lU5C~INICONI
Navxy. There wvill he no~ Military Const rl.,ci ion Onet time Cost: N/A
tMIlfCUN) costs assoc ated with tent pot;: ily 5aving~s: 1994-99: $2)-5.0 mtilliot
reclocating the spccihcd traitning courses, w N/kS Animal: N/A
Memphis. This is considcrably less than thle 51, 7.5 Iavtu:liioia'
million in lvIiLlCON cost to rclocaic thlesc courses
to Sheppard AlE1. As t iis training is ntow sched- SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
tiled to mov.e wheni NA/k) Memipiis closc';, t ile RECOMMENDATION
Air Force and Navy wi~ll worký to achieve -i cost Ch-ange the reconmmendationl o1 tile 191l COin-
cilcet iVx al~proaeh until a more pcermancro: sitte mission regarding N'aedill AlFB as follows: The
is Found. Air For1ce l\Cheserve (AI-IES) will temporarily

COMMUNITY CONCERNS operate the airf'ield as, a reserve base, not open
to civil use, until tt canl he converted to a civil

No form11al COMniunity111 conIcernsl wereCx;-res aitport. This wvill accommilodate the reccommenidedl
reassiginmen-t of the 482nd Fighter- W-inog(A )

C:OMMISSION FINDINGS f'rom I lomecstead AFI3 to MazcDill A1.1 and its
conversion to KC- 1 35 tankeris. The loint Comn-

Thle Commissionfiiiioud there xvevc [1tio ICO!0-N munications Support E~clement tjCS1I) wvill
Costs associatecl With temlporar-ily- reiocaiing the not vie t ratiisferrd to Charleston /k113, South1
speci(flied triigcourses to N/kS Metnnt ts. The Carolina as recollmeI ndled in 1991' hut, inlstead,'
Commission did find, lio\v\'e rC[, 0"c. axy had Nviii recmain at MacDill ,kl1 7 .
inlitially findicated a cost of-S -11 n0l10on to
relocate this training to NAS Pc iao.Floridla. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
The Comm ission fo1-t11d the 1iran1 'A' as on gi( -

nallv) sche!duled ito move xxhct: N \~Memphis Thle 1991 Commission recommended a realign-
clo0Se anIfd, therefore, the Aji loxand Navy mlenit anld PriXIlal closure' of' MvacIill AFI3B. Its

coud x'or toaciev a n' rc os-effctive F- I () tre6initv mission hias been reclocated to Like

appr)Ioach to insure- thle e flicien1CCiS inx\'oiedC in Al111, Arizona, and thle J CSF was ito he reloc,,tted
joirit Servvi(:e trainling are realized Collocation to Charlehston AlPE. Iwo uniflied commands,
of- these,, courses with tile Navy xvould achieve I Ieadiquarters Central Command and I-Icad.
e flict :ncies and saving~s. qutartets -Special Operations Cominniand, were Ichef

Itn place~. I li air'tie (1 was to close.
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION Seve ralf events since 1991 havec made a change
I1 oilsii id heSceayo ees to tMe Comm~ission aIction approprae ltcosure

deviated su~hstanltial I)- from1 thle 10orce st wet nrc of' If otnest ad AF 13 requirtres thle relocation
plmia m1d filial eritc ioii 4. Ti 1icrfore, thle CornI- of the 482nci Fighter Wing (AFRZES). The best

in ssitiecoinetus li fo lxvihg ]aspat- of locat(ion for' this 1-in11 \\'tell conveted to KC-

the closure of- Chatnute Al'B, Ilflintois, cotisoli- 1 35.s, is, Macl~ill AF13. The National Oceano-
date llie Air vi 'oce's I() Metals T echnology, Nonl- graphic and iAtmospliercAdi insato AN/k
I X'st met ix 1SInspctMu1, Z(imd Aircraft mti-1-ctj-t I-l alirciaft c~lementlia Insrloc~ated from Mliamli hiitcr-
Maintenance t -amini g courses xvii h the Naxy at national Airport to N-IaL-Dill Al 13 atnd x01x'nld like
Naival Air Statito (N AS) M'eitpliis, Ten nessee, to remiain ti idrtaimietly. N 0/k/ is prepirecl to
ari1d thnmv hmwi teNx) oNS laý' a fair- Share, Of thle Cost Of airport1 OjICeratmnS.

PI ISACola, 1I Ion da. Thle Corn mIIIiss()io fin1ds t111s The AFREiS's ciIuporal) ry operatoill 0i thle airfiel-d
reCCO11nmendIat ion is con1sistent xvith thle force- Wvill h~axe redced1-M] operatinIg hour11S aiid Serx-icLs.
stI nIIet ni-cflami and finial erI-tcm-ia.
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Chiaplt i.I

11lhe 1991 (.,oniin1isstonl noted a llumbelr of dcli- COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
cicncies ol- N'ae)ili AtIBas a igwhter base: "pressureiIcoiiso iiIsteSceayo ees
onl air spaee , i raining areas, and low levelI deviated substantially f'rom criteria 1 , 3, aaid
routes..no located neat Army unit1s that wAuil hrfrth omsinreonicd h
offer joint t~iamrg opportunitics... Mland.. ie_1.16 .Terfreott11(01n1dliStl
en(:roacbntcnt ." Thcse are large1 ' i nappl icable folwiig rtP h oitC ni unia o

to anlARStne piain Suppor))0lt IUll leint aIt McDill a, long a,; thle
AFRS ankr pertIn.airf'ield ts non-DoL) operated. Operation01 of' thC

LnerCIoad-htneiit remlainls a prIOblem1, holt thle reduced air'ield at MaD~ill will he takeni over 1)y thle
ii umber1X of flights and the increaseda eompatibil- Deatment ol' Comtmerce or another 1-ederal
ity of' both tanker a-nd NOAA aircraft with the agency Tile Cotmmission finlds th1is reeomincnl-
predominant types of' aircraft ttsiig Tam pa dto scnitn ihtefrcsrtmcpa
lot ern1ati onal Airport make this vibi.As an and final eriteria.
int~erim R'cservc/N0AA airfield, use wvill be
modecst, andl it will not be open 1o large-scale Mather Air Force Base, California
u1se by other milithary) it1it its. cac'ýite v: I 988 closure

Thle original 1 991 realignmenmt recommenidation N'1issiitt NI/A
cost for the J CSE relocation was $25.0 noillion One-lime Cost: S12.5 million
in lviI E-CON . Retainiii h S a anl E 5(t\'ni8: 199~4-99: $3.3.7 million

avoids thlis cost. A~ol /
Pa-vbock: lnimtedite

COMMUNITY CONCERNS SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The community ar gued thle eqiremeliClt for1 RECOMMENDATION
United States Cenltial Comman111d anld United States Changei the recommeneclat ion of the 1 991
Speccial 0.peratoiols Comtnalhci to ha,,ve access to) Commission regardling Malther AFEB as; 1filowvs:
anl operational roUnway' woul~d riot be mect if thle Rdrc h 4t i e iigCrtp(L~

482n Fihter\Vig ws reurnd toI lme- with its lKC- 135 air-craft to Beale Al11, California
stciiti Air Force Base, florida. vice ic~Clelan Alit, California. Beccause of- the

COMMISSION FINDINGS rapidly approaching clositre of' Mathier AFB3, ther
940th will temiporarily relocate to McClellan Al B3,

Thle Comnmissiori Found the( Cost to miove the while awaiting peirmanent heddlown at litale AlEI3.
joinlt Commu11.nication S-upport Element (jCSF)
to Charleston AlT1, SýC, is S25.0 million. SECRETfARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
Retaining the- uni; ait Mac:Dill -avoids thits .cost. Moigte90hArPICHI 6-11 PRS
MacDill Al B is ho-st to several tenant units t oig h 40hArReolngGop ARS
reefutire the uisc of- anl operational airf'ield, to Beale Al 13 is more Cost effecctive.
including the JCSE, Uinited States Special The original 1991 realigmn w ~as $33.7

Operat ions Commilanld, Un itetd States Central mill ion in, M~ilitary Conistruction (NI IICON).
Comnmand , andc the N ational Oceanic and The estinmated c 'lor- this rediriect is $12.5
AtmospheriAct dmi nist ration. Thle City of Tampa million in lvIiLCON , for- a iletdsainilgs' of
has stated it has n1o need for thec excess prop- $2 1 .2 million.
('r1V at Mac1_Dill an11d, therefore-1, has no0 plans to
assumeTI its operation. The Department of' Comn- COMMUNITY CONCERNS
me1lee kI)OC), 'Specifically thle National Occeanic There1- \vCre no0 forma11 expreCssions, froml t1i1L
anld Atmrosplmeric Adnminist rat ion, has renuestecl oilliy
a no0-cost transfe-dr of the MacDill airfield to DOC nitni.
eontrl-0. The Secre'taryý of Defensel; has indicated
approval of the requecst , anld tt has been ic-
viewved by) thle Office of Manmagement and lticget
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Chapter 1

COMMVISSION FINDINGS and the 1,1-Oth Alir Ret nling Group (ANC1 ) will
The 188 Dcartncnt o_)cI'nsc ase P~lgnt111m ii ito a canitonmenclt area onl the presen~t

The~l MI S DC partment C o fm sso D f cnse Base R ealgn Rick enbhacker AN GB, and operate as a tenanit of
iflcnt ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ il, an 1OnCCmi\inrcmene h iekenbacker Port Authority (RZPA) onl PPi's

the Closure of' the 323rd [lying, Iraini ng \'\"iig rpr Th 97hArlfUrop(l:R$
Hospital aal the retention of- the 940th Air wllelino\'igtatesnA.Ohos
ReLI111 Fueing II Gropt Mather AHB, CA. The 1I9911iilfl'ICO111C1IL.Te400hIcl\Vi
Dcfenisc Base Closuire and kcaligniient Coin- originatlly roeommendead. A Th 40B, CflestWing

isionrc~ommenilded the recal i gnmiii of the ~ i l oet dad l1 aiona
940th Air Ref'ueling G.roup fro01m Matlier AlPH to SCEAY FDVNEJUTFCT
McClellan1 AI.B, t- alif~ornia, and recommiended SCRTR OFD TN JU IIAIO
the 323rd [lying Training Wing 1Hospit al Thle 1991 Commission recommended closing"
remain open aS an1 annex to McClellan AlB Rickeiibacker AN61 GB.1and reCa~ligning the 1 21st
C.A. The 19)93 Secretary_\ of DefenIse recC01111en1- Air Refueling W.ing (ANG',te10t i eu
dat lionl changed'C thle realignmentll 10floaionl for the clin~g G'0oup1 (AN6G) and the 9071hI Al-irlft GroupIJ
9400th fom NIcClclan AlTI, California to Beale (AliI;hS) to \\righ1t-Patterson A113. I hese at ums
AlPI, California. The proposal to reircci-Lt thle Were to occupy facilities beinig vacated by the
940th ARG1C to Beale AFFB, Cahlornia would save 4Q50thi Test \ig.Which W.ilf moIve to) idwar,1Ids
$2 1 .2N, Iin NIIL[CON. Even1 With thle temporarMy Aftý to conlsol]idate test units.
i'aCilities C01nsi rICt ion cosIs ($1 1 NO an1d ter-mi- Thec airfield at kicknbcihlke is no0 lon1ger a
nation costs (SW)4' at McClellan, the savings military responsibility, having beeni transfcri-cd
areV substanitial eniough to Support thec Secretary's bylntemeaeoth Ain192It\ I

recmmedatonbe Conv'eyedl in fee under& thle publiHc bene fit

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION .unri oi tu iptsI'oeI yAio
whenl enivironmenitall restoraitionl IS Comn1-lcte. The

The Coinimission finds the Secretary of' Defenise State of Oh1io has prop1osed that unlder currenlt
dlid no0t deviate nstn a~SIti;llv from11 theC fr-ce- ciircumlstances. more1 nioneyc) could be sa1ved by)
sietrutirec plan arid final ci itria Thrfrthle leaving thle A N6G tanker units at R'icelKenbcker
Comlmissiotl i recommends11 the followving: redli- ANCA GB tan by mlo\'ing it ito \Viglit-Pat te rsonl
rect the 040th Air' RefulinIIg CGroup! (AlI\R[S) A17B. The Air Forc has CIcarfllyI exaiehs
with its lKC- 1 35 aircr-aft to Becale AFB 1, Cahlfornia anal vsis and Conclutded thI at It IS correct. Thei
Vice NI Clel fan Al11, C alifornia. Because of' the etirren~t L1analsis is less costly' thanl thle onigiMat
rapidly approaching closurev of NMather AltB, thle estimateM of' mo1ving both R\icclhenacker i\NGB
940th wvill tel~)1mpomily reloeaite to Nlc~dkflin Al'k, units to Wrig.ht-lPiatterson AltB, priinar-i 1)

..........pernanen heddlown at Bealc Xl:B. becuse of !he State's later butrden, harinlg
propo1)sal to lower the ANGS long-i erin operatl-

Rickenbacker Air National ing costs at lRickenihaeker. 0

Guard Base, Ohio In a rlvated fortce Structure miov'e, inl order to
(.t~iieo V: 199) Closnim efull)' u~tilize ihe faCilit i's at \'\righlt-Plitterson Al11,
Mission.: 7aillket the Alir 1OC *(I\' rcommenICds that the I 78ih lFigl tie
One-iinw Cost:. $.8 nulhll on0V Irnu mov from the -SpiIIIý1. ingeld Muncipal
-Sod n,*: 10994-99:- $185.2 inilioui Alirport, Ohio, to Wrigh1t-PaMtterson0 Alt, abhout

Annual: N/A 30 miles away. This unit will fit into thle avail-
1Povhoek. N/A ahie la illties with little constructionl. Thei move

\Vill sai\'C appr)IoiNua lyIC) $1 .1 11 nui101Ion in bse
SECRETARY OF~ DEFENSE, oper-atinig -suppor't annually basedI on- eCuLoni 11CS
RECOMMENDATION of c-onsolidating sorte t\NG f unctions with At_-If:_S

C'Ihange thle FCecounnendat ioi i of the 199 1 C0111- aMid active Air h-o re fiMC01 ne ioisa \'Vri LjIt -
in issi ,outi ega rdmig Rýiekeu backer A NCB as Pa11tterson. Sinlce thle urtiit moves oit)' al Short
follows: The 1 21st Air Re tlucing Wing (AN C) (diStMC aiiu. etentI 01i of IT1 curet "S(nItCI Should

11ot be aI prFoblem.
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Chapter I

1 he 4-050th will still move to Edwards AFB, Springfield to Wright-Patterson AF[B or to meove
Cahilorlia from VWlright-Pattcrsoln AlB, Ohio, to the 178th from Springfield to WlPAl:I3. The USAF
take advantagc of the enhancd military value pcrformcd a detailed site survey in A pril 1993,
through the etficicncy of consolidating tcst assets. and, on May 4, 1993, providcd the preliminary

results. The site survey showed the lUSAFThe orilgina1 1991 realignment cost wvas $37.9
MILCON proqectionis for consti-uction of' facili-

million in Military Construction (,MILCON). The ti at proecton for t on7th -crc o f i-ties at WPAFB for thec 1 78th FG were signifi -
cost for this rdiected is $26.2 million in MILCON, cantly crroncous. Initially, in the March 1993
for a oCCrcd savings of $1 1.7 million recommendations to the Commission, DoD

COMMUNITY CONCERNS estimated the cost to move and beddownl the178th Flighter Groop from Springfield ANGB to

The Rickcn-hacker airfield, no longer a military WPAFB was $3 million. The updated estimate
responsibility, was transferred by lolng-term lease revealed a $35 million cost to bcddown the 1 78th
to the Rickcnbacker Port Authority in 1992. The at WPAFB. Overall, tile data showed a cost ot
State of Ohio showed cost savings by leaving $26.01M to move the 178d1 in contrast to an
the ANG tanker un11its in a cantonment area at earlier stated savings of $114.39M which made
Rickenbacker ANGB instcad of moving them to such a related move uneconomical.
Wright -Patterson AF13. The community argued
the move of the 1 78th from Sprinrgfield to WPAFB COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
was not cost-cflective and jcopardized unit mili-
tat-y value. In addition to the cost savings realized die notmdeviat substantially o frce-by' ~t llO'in to\R,'AFB tie ctlllluity did not deviate substantially f-om the force-
by not moving to NVPAFB. the comui"t~liy structure plan and final criteria. iherefborc the
asserted significant impacts on recruitment and .fial.ritria Therolor1c 121st
retention were avoided. By moving to Cornmmssin'n recomencWng the folaloving: the 12st
which alrcady has a National Guard recruiting Air Refueling Wing (ANG) and the 160th Air
shortf-all, the community believed the move houl Refuelig Group (ANG) will move into a

cant on men t area on the present Rickenbackcrresult in personnel lProb)lms. "ihe comnnI~ttlty AN ,an1oete satnnt fth

also argued moving the ANG units from ANGik, and ope r Port as a (eant of ths

Rickenbackce to \Vri gh t-alatterson would impact l¢iclenbaclur Port Authority ,RPA' oi R'A's

military readiness bccaux:e the facilities could airport. Tlhe 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) will

not accommodate the units plopcrly, realign to Wrightl-Patterson Al-P, Ohio as origi-
1nally recommended. The 4950th Test Wing will

COMMISSION FINDINGS still move to tEdwards AFB, California. There is
no recom1mendation by the Secretary of Dceense

Tite Commission foiund movirii the ANG units or the Commission to move the 178th Fighter
from Rickcnbackcr ANG11 to Wright-Paltcrsoti Group; it will stay at Springfield Municipal
AFB was no longer cost efectOlve. Thc Secretary Airport, Ohio.
of Dcfense recommendation in 1991 to realign
Rickenbackl r units to Wright-Patterson AFB was DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
estimated to cost $49.0 million. hllis figure
included $21 million in one-time moving costs. InventOTy Control Points
In Conltr-ast, tihe total cost to rCrllaill at
Rickcbmackcr in a cantoltmcnt area, as recoin- Defense Electronics Supply Center
mended by the Secretary of lecfensC in 1993, is Gentile AFS, Ohio
estimatedl at $32.2 million. Whcn compared to
the cost o[ rcaligninn ct, a $17. I million savings Csor I, '
could bC r-Calizcd by relain itng the Air National Mission: Provide wholesclic support of
Guard at Rickenlbacke 1xr. nmilitaly serviccs wvithl clct ionic typc items

OG.C-tinct Cost: S 101.2 nmillion
Additionally, in a related move suggested by Sivmi, ls: 7 194-99: $ -47.0 mtillion (cost)
the Secrtary o0I )eCftIsC, analysis showed it Annual: $ 23.8 million
was not cost ctflcctiivc to move the units at 1POy, kc: 10 yCtls
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Chapter 1 •-

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE COMMUNITY CONCERNS
RECOMIMEND)ATION The comLunity contCIndcd GeCntilC Ait loicCC
Close the Defense Flectionics Supply Centcr Station should rewmain open and DIFSC slhould
(DESC) .Gcntilc AFS), Dayton, Ohio, and rclo- not move to Columbus, Ohio. The cotiImurtitv
cate its tviissmon to the DCfcnsc Construction asserctd they had empty warchouses \'hich could
Supply Center UDCSC), Columbus, Ohio. be converted into administrativc usc. Rather than

construct a new building at Columbus which
SECRETARY OF DEFENSEJUSTIFICATION would cost S89M, the hardwarc center at

DESC is one of four hardware Inventory Control Columbus could bc movcd to Gentile, utilizing
P existing space and combining two activities.

Points (]CPS). 1t is currently the host 31 Gentile The community argued such a move could bc
Air Force Station in Dayton, Ohio. The only accomplished at a lower cost than the Do])
other tenant at Gentile AES is thle Defense Switch-Lnen atw (D .c The bas the ha -sc a largeand DLA proposal to move DFSC to DCSC ating Nct,,crk (DSN). VIC base has a large nI I- Columbus, Ohio.
ber of warehouses (vacant since tile depot closed
in the nm id-scventics) which require xtcensivc COMMISSION FINDINGS
renovation bcorc they could be used as adi-nin-
istrative office space. The Agency has no plans Thc Commission found the consolidation oi In-
to re-open the DCpot at this location,. ventory Control Points was a rational approach

to increase managemnrm efficiencies. Furthlr, theThe hardware ICPs arc all similar in n-missions, Co
01-ani7,LI071, Iclsonel kils ndcomon Commission found moving DESC to I-)CSCorganizations, personnel skills and common allowed for both the closing of Gentile Air

automated management systems. The ICP Foci ed Station and future extansion at DCSC if

Conccpt of O i-c_-itions \xhich takes , ,to H1 utL1 i F
the DoD Force Structure Plan, indicates that required. In addition, the Comm1l1lission found

consolidation of ICPs can reduce thc cose of the cost data supports the Secretarys proposal
s by eliminating redundant overhead to merge DESC with the DCSC in Colum1.bus,

op icratios. The Consumable Item Transfer will Ohio. Although the costs used by the Secretary
o~eraions Thevaried and were debatable, the estimates did

be completed in EY 94 and consolidation can
begin after that transfCr has been completed. not affect the validity of the recommendations.

Consolidating DESC and DCSC a! both Colum- COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
bus ai1id Dia)ton was considcrcd. The Columbus I jie commission finds the Secretary of Defense
location pvided thle best overal payhack and odid not heviate substantially from the forcc-
could allow for the complcec closure of Gentilee s critertiay rmid ther forec-
Air l~orce Station, luayton, u~hio. 1)...S(. cutrrently -. ... ... l ... ... ... . .. . ....... ....... . .that the Commission adopt the following
has approval for construction of a 700,000 square
foot office building which should bc completed rccommendation of ti e Secretary of DefelsCe:
in FY 96. This building wvill pro,\idc adequatc close the Defense Electronics Supply Center
space for expansion of the 1CP. As a result of (DESC) (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio. and relocate

the closure of DESC. Gentile Air Force Station its mission to the Defense Coistrtctio.i Supply
will bI excess to Air Force needs. The Air Force Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio.
Will dispose of it in accordance with existing Defense Industrial Supply Center
policy and procedure. It is the intent of the Air Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
F~orcc that the only other activity, a Defense
Switclcing Nctwork terminal, phase out within Cic (golV: Inivcnt ovv Cottol Fyoilli
the tinmC franmc of the DlI-SC closure. If the Mfission: 1t',vide wholcsolc simppOm 0)I

terminal is not pliased outit during this period, niilitary se nuices with industrial tYPC intmis
it will rctain as a stand alonc facility. Onmc-tinmc Cost: N/A

Savings: 1094-99: N/A
Antntill: N/A

Pa1-h.I',0/A
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Chalpter 1

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE should he moved to thle ASO iacdiivy. resulting
RECOMMEINDATION inl tile closure of the D)PSC, ir-StIlh'itionl. 11hi.-

Relocate the Defenlse IndlustviAl Supply Centeri scenario, they asse rtcd. wvould also provide mlore
(DIS), ahardare nvenory oi~t~ocosIt savings and would he less disruptive thania ilwacIveloyco-tolPit CI, movin gl)CanDIut CvLtieaid

located ill PhiIltde~lhia, Pnnsl vanliaý, to NCew a g ppSed byd DoD ý and Ne Cmbrlnd

Cumberland, Pen~nsy'lvania. l01SC b'DDIldLA

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTII7ICATIONCOMSINFDNG
DISC s a tenan of te Nav's Ai~u I-] Tc Commi-ssion found moving DICfont l'iila-DISdClhi isul eaat aca neotv eumhaiv NaysAvainoupy-DS

Office (,ASO) located in PI'ladl cphia m-Withl tile dep i wudcet a llCLj1 tiV Ci 1l-le t~iV iriO

Navy decision to close ASO duringBA 3, lso~ found cthel 'l Secretary's ý recm omendationdd
DiSýC must either he relocated or rmicnillilildtl IC-tl)S1C111C1ai i

h~hnd lldaSS111C IS1011ibiityf'o th bae. no mission degradation. Further, thle Commis, -
The li;xeentivec Group considered options whecre sionl found thle most cos"t-effectlive option was"
square f~ootage or buildable acres existed. Also, f'or DISC to remain inl place.
onlly locations \vhereI~ ICIIs currently exist \vere
conside red. COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

Collocation with DCSC, DFS and DCSC were ihe Commjission findsc thle Secretary of' Dc frilse
also considered. DG-SC has buildable acrecs butl deviated sub)stantiallyý from finial criteria 4, 5,
110 5pac'r availablel. DIISC has warehoiuse space anld 6 . Therefore, the Commission recommeri(ds
and DCSC will have administrat ive space ini 1997. thle followiN:11z: th-c Defenise Industrial Supply
H-owev'er, wVith the recommended closures of' Center- remains open anld located withinl thle
DPSCý(- and reafl iotinicnt withi DCSC, illt,' addi- A\iiatori Smpply 071 licr compound( in) Philadel-
tional mov'e of IS to lDeSe was eonsidcred piltia, Pennl-sylvanlia. 1 lhe Commission finds this
too risky'. Scenarios werei- run split ting DISC recommendation is cons~istenit with the f~orce-
among the recmainiing hardwNare- centes and strrtcture plan and final criteriai.
splittin DICbten SC and DGSC. Both
options were considlered too risky becanLse Defense Personnel Support Center
proposed Moves splIit managed items1, to multiple Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

I-oeat ing DISC at Defense Dist ribut iotn Regiona Afsol '." ( Pt 011(0 lood, (lo~thi t1 (1ild (C0cvi 's,
Ista DI)A tetivity located at New Cumberland, tC~itcdi icst, am" idt'diutl ctiipillicta to

Pennasylvanaia, and thle presetace of- three ICPs miilittity /)(. 1 "011th (111d tlttit clR',iblc
n v n io PLA r.. imti.mc, indciu,' ,ill crat (lQp'nd'muh WOrddidi

sigtaiih:11 cant 01- Lpoti for IC vi rigs anld efil- Cost to close: -S 45.1) miilliotn
CIenCIes Inl the In rite11. The relocation of' DI)SC 'Savingsi: 11994 -99:. $ 61.5 miillion
to New\ Cumberland providies thec best ptayback Antimal: $ 20.17 million
lot lDoD The relocation allows the Navy to close Pqvbi~tch. 7 Vt'Lt s

anld disp)ose of ASO. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RECOMMENDATION

IThe comrmunity argtcied o moing DISC, the Dc- Close thle DeLfense; Personnel1CI Supportl- Cen~tet
tenIse Per-sonnelC -Supportl Cent ci (D'PSC, anid ASO (DIPSC), PI'l ilzidel phaia, Pennisylvan ia, anld relocate
ou.1 of I'lliladel ph ia, atnd Closing~ the Defense its mission to thle I e fense D~ist rihutiton Region
Cloth trig Factory could ituipitt more than 9,000 Fast, New Ctimberland, Penniisylvania. Close the
jobs and wotil~d he eCC0nonmicall)' deCVastatil, 10 to Defese Clothing Fact ory. relocate thle perl-Soittiel
tilc comnu11111tnit. The Comm11-11tintycontended DISC StIpportirig11 thle flag Mission, arid uise existi rig
arid ASO shou0Lld rcm11tinl together ai~d DI )SC commercial sources to PrIocureC thle Clothinlg

Factory prodtucts.



Chapter 1

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION COMMUNITY CONCERNS

I)PSC is the host of this Ariny-pernmittecd activ- T-he community argued moving DPSC out of
ity in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The installa- south Philadclph ia would severely impact the
lion also houses the Clothing Factoly, the lelcifnsc livelihood of the south Philadelphlia meArchants,
Coll-ract Manlagclmcnl District (DCMD) Mid- who rely on DPSC pcrsonnel for their business.
atlantic, and othcr tenants With alpproximately ihe community also coniended moving the
800 pClsonnic. The decision to close the Clolhing lDefense industrial Supply Center ,DISC), the
Factory is based oil the premise that clothing Defense Personnel Support Center I)PSC) and
rcqtuirelncnts for the armed forces can be ful- the Aviation Supply Office (ASO) out of Phila-
filled cost cffectivcly by commercial lm1animf1ac- dclphia and closing the Dcfensc Clothing
iturcs, without compromising quality or delivery Factory could impact morc thain 9,000 jobs and
lead time. DPSC was not reviewed as part of would be economically devastating to the corn-
the ICP category since it manages a much smaller meunity. The comamnity believed DISC and ASO
nuLumher o1 items which have a significantly lhghCr should remain together and DPSC should he
dollar value than the hardware ICPs. The activ- moved to the ASO facility, resulting in the
ity" has no administrativc space available, but closure of the DPSC installation. This scenario,
does have a small number of buildable acres. they argued, would also provide more cost savings
Enviromnental problems at DPSC would make and would he less disruptive than moving D'?SC
building or ex.ctnsiv\e rc.noVat ionls impossible for and DISC to New Cumberland, as proposed by
some timeC in the future. DoD and DLA.

With the moveme'nt of DCMD Midatlantic and COMMISSION FINDINGS
the Clothing Factory out of- DPSC, tile Working
Group examined option11S to either ultilizC the The commission found relocating DPSC out of
base as a receiver or move 1)PSC to another Philadelphia would result in a significant loss
location. Scenarios werc built so that activities of trained workers who would be difficult to
moeCd to locationis where excess space had been replace. The Commission also found this move
identified. DISC, currently a tenant at ASO which would have an adverse economic impact on
is recommended for closure by the Navy, was Philadelphia. The Commission found the
considered for possible realignment to DPSC. A Secretary's recommendation did not yield the
Zccnario Which realigned DPSC to ASO whcre greatest savings commensurate With no mission

D1LA would assume responsibility for the base degradation. T he Commission also found the
was analyzed. Another, which split thc three ASO installation had enough excess capacity to
commodities at DPSC between DGSC and DCSC accommodate the present tenants, ASO and DISC,
was also examined, as well as DPSC. The Comm-,ission tound this to

The distribttion, depot at New Cumherland has be tiie liltm0[ CcuSi cf1ctieVC upL.tiuLl.

available buildable acres. Additionally, another
recolmmnlcdation moves DISC, a hardware ICP
from Philadelphia to New Cumberland. This Thlie Commissioni hfids that the Secretary of Dc-
allows sevral activities to be consolidated. The fense deviated substantially from final criteria
presence of tilltcc ICPs and major DIli facilities 4, 5, and 6. Therefore, the Commission recoin-
in thie area will cleatc significant opportunities mends the following: relocate the Defensc Per-
for savings and efficiencies in the fultulc. As a sonnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pcnnsylvania
result of the closure of )IPSC, the property will to the Aviation Supply Office compound in North
be excess "to Army needs. The Army will dis- Philadelphia, PCnnsylvania. The Commission finds

pose of it in accordance with existing policy this recommendation is consistent with the force-
and proccedure. structure plan and final criteria.
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Cihapter I

Scvi~ce\Supjpov Acdiv~itie With tilie liiio\eiuiclt of I'CkMD N'Iid.-Atlalit ic and(
the Clothing Fac t oiy out (A DPSC, thle \\orkingý

Defense Clothing Factory Group examinedllc optionst e ither- ultiliZC tile
Philaelpha, Pensylaniabase' as a retcktver Or move DPSC to anlotherl

Phiadl phty ý iacSupt Pcnslvaia l ocat ion-~ ;c niilos wve ye uilt so that activities
Coic~oiv SevieeSiipoi:Act viivwet imo'~ d to lociationis where xces space had

A Ii v'ioii : Slfti( I ge coptlei to ~'slI)lot beenl ideticilied. I-he Dcf Iese ilud tISt rial Sn piyl
Mlob)ilizationl ielluilellIlell1ts, pIOdt'ltltoll Centecr DI C), lcurretly a tenant1 at the Avia-
of stmill lots (111id spec ial size(s Icqn uui l ion Supply Office ýASO)' wvhich is, recommenicided

0 aIC id0 C osdt .. (II of9. milc l intlttl i i ) l' flor clo 'su l ic ) by' th N avy , w as co nside ted fto r
Savings: i 1994-Co 9: $ 1 5.2 m itt o nt possibl" ical ign nient to P PSC. AN secnlario which

SAnnual.s I 15.5A millio realigned DP'SC to ASO, inl which P] A woldd
assumlie repo0iibyo tile base was aiia11\vZCd.

Paya o: 2)t' ISAnothier option, which split the three eommodiiics-

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ait 1DIS'C betweenl- the Defenise General Stupply
RECOMMENDATION Centcr (D)GSC), Richmond, Virginia, anld the

Defense,; Construtction Supply Center (DCSC),
Close the Delense,,; Pers-,onnell Suipport Cenlter Columbus, Ohio, wvas also cxaminmcd.
(DP'SC), Philadelphia, Pennsylvaniia, and The dlist rihttt ion depot at Nlew Cumberlanid has-
rlCocate its mii-ssion to the Defense Distribu~tion available buildlable ace.Additionally, another

Regin FstN~ev Cmberand Pcnsy\'aia. recommendation moves DISC, a hardware 1CP,
Close the Defenisc Clothing Factory, relocate the f'rom Philadelphia to Nlew CumerLand. This-
personniel supporting the flag mission, and use .1OSSVllat~tC ob osldtd -1existinig commercial sources to procture the Cloth- a~llO\sciseveral atlivcities tod maj conslidaed Loe

hlý; aý:.ory prodcts.gi sties Age ney (B)LA) facilities in) thle area \c ill

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUJSTIFIC:ATION craesign~lificanlt pritlitcfoSangad
efficiencies inl the fIt nrc. As at result ofthe

D-P-S\C is thle hlost of- this Army-permlitted aeti\,- closure1- of' IPSC, thle prloperlty Will be excess' to
it>' in Philadelphia, Pennsylvaniia. The installa- Army needs. Thle Army will dispose of' it inl
tion also hiouses the Clothing Factory, thle Defense accordance wyith existing policy arild procedtirc.
Contr11act MIanagement District Tvi id-Atlantic
(DCMDM), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and ot her COMMUNITY CONCERNS
teniants wvithi approximately 800 persl,,ontiecl. The Th 011LIi)lltdhCCtllgLitl'
(leiMSion to close thle Clothingi Factory' is based Tecmtnt'ntdtecohn atr

on he reitis tat lothin rquiemets or employees represented ap 1rIOxI1 iltt ely 1 0 perl-
('('ill o~f the( lpeoplei employed in the alpparel tradCctile armed i oreccs can be Inlilied cost effctively inl th ei -Cght-con11) 'll ~ iladelp~hlia met ropoWlt anl

by commercial mnanntlactntrers, wvithoutt compro- Stati1st ical areCa. It p)ointedI out thle epoesare
miising qntallity' or delivery lead tmile. DPISC was, rmilymioiisadmn aewic o
not1 reviewed as part of thle Invent or>' Control pritiarly Illtinre ics111 Fan~l ma)'.I have lwokd ft or
Point (I CP) category' because it manages a imuch year din cth Clorthing FactoryCm poce ohl
smllerlli nttmbcr of items wvhicht have a sign 1 edfiultoih acoyevpoye ofn
Icanl ihr olrs.tcta ehrwr jobs inl thecir trade if- the F-actorl' closes. It aliso)

canlv t ihe dolar\'ltt thn te ardare atgUCLd thle Clothinglt FactOI or>'S haaken1 on a lie\\vI .P,.The activity' has no administrative space mission as anl evaluation anlId den'ionst rat ion it
av'ailable, but does hlave a sm1all numberh1 O ~l bild- I.01le\ f)"dtcillocs
able acres. Envirounmental problems- at DIPSC ornA iac eltoois
wottl.1d mlake btiildinlg or exten1sive renlovations
impossible f-or somc timec inl thle fit rc.
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Chapter 1

COMMISSION FINDINGS I nlor-1mm' on Mlanlag~cmcnt anvi l ogistics I ilbr-

AltIItough~ tile (_0otnmli'SI0In Con1SIdCreId Wh1Cthr ilation Dist ibut ion, will bc assigned to thc Dl A
I 1'Cnltory CCetit ol Point (I CP) to accommo11date

tile (iothing VI'ctory-) could r-cnain as- a stapnd-jmlmisol 1cl~m~
'1lo11C ad i~ity at. 1.1C DXclcnSC PcIsonn1Cl S1IppO1 b)y DLSC.
(Ccntc', tilie ComIImIIission b'onId tilc Clothing1
Factory', mission could b: ' acconmmodated SECRETARY OF DEFELNSE jUs [iFICAT ION
1,a1 mor01C conomlkllical lv by commercial miann-l
taIct nrc s \vitviout cornpr-omising quality or With the iipicuientat ion of DNIRD 918, "Dc&nISe
(lclivcry. Th., Cost data Supported tile sccrctary's Inlformlationl I ufrastruct nrc Rcsourcce Planl" 11w
i-ccon in Icn dat mion. rcsponsibhility !or Cenitral Deskign Activity ' CDA)

and I fra o rcsigLnes( )Wcr-c

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION assignlcd to tl i De fensc Inf1orm-ationl 1echilology

Tlm (~inmisson ins tat vicSecetay ~ Service Org~anizatjion. As a rcsuti of the realig-
Dc1~l"C dd Iut 1clat slhstlm.,1) fom he ment-i thle Conltiuted riced of DLCas a standl
Deftis di nu deiat suistnt al y fom he alone organli.zationl was evaluated. By consoli-

iorCC-stI IttICt nrc pla anld final criteria, and, thecre- dating functions; at a I)LA ICP, all support scr--
l'ore, that thle Commission adopt the following \'cscnh rkrc ytercevn ciiy

recointuendallt ionl of' the Secretary of- Defenise: vioe ofl the fucti-onsc cyurrem beiing ac.iotivityd

Close thle Defenlse Clothing Factory, Philadel- om-ftl 'itoscrrnl en c ri
C ' c a eoaetei ne by DLSC NATO Codif'ication personnel can he

pilia P.Iltlis)\alireoattteprsne sup- (listributedl amiong the remainingv DLA hardwareporing tvie flag mlis-sion, and vise existing cnes veeycno iltigsmlrfntos
commertcial sour1-ces to procure thle Clothing iblis reclocation also places IHQ DRMS-l- Battle

l~ator prducs.Creek, N'lichigan, and Operations East, Colum11-

Defense jLogistics S-crvices C-enter bs ho vt L netr oto on
to f'acilitate over-all mlaterlielmngnctt.Sy

Defense Reutilization and Marketing ing9S rs from moving DLSC and PRMIS foI'01

Service Battle Creek, Michigan GSl-A-leased spac.

Coegt cievicc/.Sitp1'o Amtviit-y COMMUNITY CONCERNS
Ab~s~ioii: DLSýC - Ahntop-S aind opt ltites

1Dc A t-m I (110 sy~si ii. Thle community argued thle lILA cost savin~gs
ISRcspoitsiblrl ol 1)ol's e.\ctss were suhibsanltially overstated prilivalnily becanise

Jpt'lsomti pm openly plOPtti~t most of- thle personneil vie I tDefense Logistics
0ntt-itnit' (mmst: NIA Agency claimed would be eliminated by relo-
_Sctvinm.gS: JL)9-I-99: NIA eatinig DRMS_ and disestablishiug LSC could

Anniual ii NIA act iailv tie elimlinated even it tue actmvmttcs
PdVbt y'ik., NIA remliained where- they) were. The communI!Iity'

realized tlmc cost of' thle GSA lease for thme DL-SC/
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DkRM'S f'acility would be saved if tile twVo olga-
RECOMMEIN DATION nizations were relocated. Howeve\er, thley- con-

Disestabllish thle Defense Logistics Services 0,11- tenlded thew governmentil would coin i mae to inlcur
ter t~LCbattle Cree-ck, Ni ichigan , and c'ollov IMi t of the' leaseL ce-:,t because thle Gecneral Scr-
Cate its mission wvithi the DelenIse Con1struct iti vices Adininistv ration would b,' I etni red to mlainl-

Suppy Cnte (DSC) Counimas Oho. ain thle empty offlicec space inl the Battle Creek
Suppy Cetel-ýD(-l-SC, C-011,1111AUS,0111. edetCal binild Inglý if thle activities mo1ved.

Relocate the Defense Rent ilizat ionl and Mlarket-
ingý Service (I)RM1S). Battle C-reek, Michigan, to CO MSINFDNG
thle Defenise Conistructionl Sntplvl)\ Center (DCSC),
Columbuts, Oh io. l)CSC will providec all ileces- The Commllission01 fou-nd( DL-SC, and1( DIRMS were
sa rv suipport services for the( relocated pelsenl- invdepetident aet i\it ics with) little sync rgisi-nt to
ne.Iwo TOsepar-ate funet ~iotal areas, Logistics be gained from1 beingV locatedL With D)CSC. Inl
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addition the Commission fou nd economic' hard- (icprations (V)CMA()s) and Defense Plant Rep-
hiscould occur1 in- Battle' UCrck, Michligaln, b)y resenCtat i\c Offices M(DPR3s). Since the etb

relocating DLSC and 1)RM.S. Further, the Coin-t lishn1ient o1' the DCN4IDs a number of DCAA~is
mission f-ound tile valueC Of existinlg l)ersonnel and DPR\O-s have beeni disestablishecd, fiherehy
efficiencies couldi not be mieasured. Also, the reducing tile span of control rcspornsib)ihty(t' o
cost efficienicies were negligibleý when the over- the five DCMIIs. Based onl thle assumptions
all COSt to thle taxpayer wa~s considered. derived fromi the DoD Force Structure Plan, it

is anticipated thle DCNvI[) span of control will
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION not increase inl fture~l' )"ars. This allowvs for the(

reconfiguration ofthe DCMDs byraligningThe Commiission finds the Scretary of Defen-se, bI C
deviated substanltia11Vlly fro fl--al cr-iter-ion 4. responsibility for the operational activities, thereby
Theref-ore, thle C'ommliissionl rCcommen`C1ds tile f-1- redcig the number ofhadquarters fclte
lowing: the Defense Logistics Serviees Center which licr form operational support and man-
and Defense Retitli IZatiOn arid Marke-tintg ayninet oversight. All plant andl area opera-
Sc-vicc remain opci an locte in Bati tin1s wVOtild eC( atinnetolC e unde geographteal

Crck Mchga. hanCmmsso fica ctC t'his aligned Districts. The Military Value analysis,
Cr eek, Michcaigan.i hc Cons iste t sion h finds thi resultedl inl thle recommendlation to disestablish
recom meplnd ati n d fis a cn is enc wtrt e or e the M idatlantic and N 01-theentral activities, ndi

strtetue pln ad fial ruer~a.relocate their missions to the three remaining,

Regionial Headquarters districts.

Defense Contract Management COMMUNITY CONCERNS

District Midatlantic, Thle P'lliladelph ia community argued IDCMI)
Philadelphia, Penitsy~vania, and Midatlantic shouldi not be closed because the

facility wvas the most cost-effective and efficient
Defense Contract Management of the live district offices. The Chicago commu-

District Northcentral, nity argued thle Dekuiisc Logistics Agency was
Chicago, Illinois spgninenlg $12 million to rehabilitate the buid-ld-

ing occupied by the Northeentral District of fice
(ltgotyv: RtW~lat the same time1 it was reconmmending closing

AMiSWoI: EPmCmIJii C0th1 itt I itdtii it SOit(i01l its district ofhice . Both organizations believed
S(ervices 1or 1)oL o~glg lizat tion.S and th eir wvork force was superior to th ose of the
cdier U.S_ Govcrtmoictit oPI"Cri00s u'IwdISi nets.

Otte.-timti cost.. s 10.1 muillionm
.Sav'ins: 1994 9)V 7q.1 milliotn COvAvISIOA INlfL'

An'lual: S 17.5 million
1Poybc0 Ia 2 yea ls TheC Comm llISisson fonaU~d consolidating the DCM 1)s

frocm five to threce was a reasonable approach to

SECRE-TARY OF; DEFENSE increasing in1anla"enilci cflicienicies. Thie Coin-
RECOMMENDATION mlissin1 AlSO found' thec qc1 ,11n It)' anll comlel)1xity'
Disestabli-sh Defense Continrci M anagcrcnt of thec assigned workloads, Igeographical loca-

Disii,-t idaiaiti (ICMIM)M~l Dc~clse tion, and otlier factors anal\ý supotd '

Disric NIida ino i (DM Dvi)andDefnse Scc'.tt*\'s recommendlation. Onice the: conlsoli-
Cotlittact N'lanageicert t Distlict N ort hent ral itat ion i's compjleted, DLA wvill realize a $1 7.5
(DCMDN), and reClocate the misiS~ons to DC-M.L million per year steady-state saVinlgs With no0
Nlorltheast, l)CMID South, and I)CMD West. mission degradiation.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE J USTIIICAT-ION COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

Thle Def-ense ContraIct Management11 Distr-icts I)le- Thec Comimission finds the Secretary of Defenise
fo itri ofcirat otlil supp ort and ma1inage monlt over- dintdeaesutnil 'frm heoc-
sight of- 105 Defenise Contraet Mlana-gemenrt Are -a trcidnturevplane andfiarlcrteia.l Therefortie, the
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Commiission recoiiiinienls tilie followVing: Naval Shipyard I'r LDuMD West and the Comn-

discstabli-sh Dc en"lsc Contract management mission f'ounld it questionable to Construct l:Ncw
District Nilidatlant ic (DCMIDN') and IDcfcnsc facilities ive theC alip~areiit ahuindance of avail-

Cont ract Mantge ment 13ist ric N oncent ra! able b)uildlings oil Do]) installations or other fe:d-
(DCMDN)W, and relocate thec missions to DCMD crally owned bu1-11ildgs.
Northbeast, I C'MDI South, and IDCMPU West.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
Defense. Contract Management.

Disirict West. Thle Con11inis'sioti finds the -secrary of' Defeiise
El Sgund, Clifoniadeviated subistantially f'rom finial criterion 2.
El egudoCalforiaI ereforl, tile Comitiissioin recommndnets tile fol1-

CatIteo 1y: Rei.giorial lowinig: relocate the Def-ense Contract Matiagc-
Mission. Pt'iidt 0 c(ld (I tc din instiit ionl m1clit District, 171 Segunido, California, to Long

.services Jar IDof) or'gallzat ions antd Beach Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, Cal ilin ia,
at he 1U.S. Covet n imcnt agctrctes Or space obtainecd fr-oml e'xdange of' land for

()ic-tiinc Cost: ' 12.5 million space bietween the Navy and lie Port Autbur-1
Sa(vilip: 1 09-1-99:' $ -5. 1 otillion (Cost) ity/City ol' Long Beachn. The Commission f-inds

Atnnual: S 4.4 mtilliont this recommnitidatioti is :otisistent With the for-ce
J1(whade.k 1) vcli structure plant and final criteria.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Dejiense Distribution Depots
RECOMMENDATION Defense Distribution Depot
Reloc:ate tile LfencContrtact Maniagenlietit Di-strict Charleston, South Carolina
Westl (DCMD West), 1H Segundo, Calif-ornia, to
Lotig Beach Naval Shipyard Los Angeles, CA. CD goy istl bt ho tt dcpIotN

mvissiort: Rc~cit'c, Slione anid issuc trhtolsale
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION antd Iretail (."etl'icc ownled) mlawt tial in]

suppotI of t he Aimed lorees
Thie l)CMDU West is currently located iii GSA- (9nc-tirnic C'ost: .$ 12.0 mnillioni
lea-sedt adminlistrative Space' ill FIl Segtiido, CA. Savimtigs: 10994-10999: $ -9.4 tmtillionr (Cost)
Sigiiificanit savinrgs will reCsult1 by' Mioving the Antnual: $ 1.1 miillioun
or 1gA~lattiza i 1-i1i fro )-'SA space- to a butild(1ing oni I'(t 0ba k: 26Yeatos
tjovCrnnien~lt Property at L~ong Beach Naval
Shipyard, C-A. A auniherf (if availalile DOD 11-op- SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
mcr s were eonlsidcrecl as liotenitial relocatinti RECOMMENDATION
Sites;. Tlie NaVti 'za)jiipy'aru \Vý1is SUCieUCIci ocettisU
it dloes not inivolve tilie paymniit Of Per-sonnelC DiseStablish DefeCIISC Distr-ibutionl DeliOt Charle-IC;

Change of Stat ion (['CS) costs. This mlove( uItty ton, Southt Carolina (DD)CS), and relocate thec

neqCtIrel' new% cotist ruct ion to provide a building miissioni to Defenise Distribution Depot Jackson-

it) rCceive the DCMDU West. \'il Ic, Florida (D)DIF1). Slow rao\'ing atid/or mac-
tive material reniai niig ait DDCS at the time of

COMMUNITY CONCERNS tile realigniment will he relocated to available
storage -space Withiin tile lo)o Distributioni Systeni.

Thiere Were no0 formlal expiressionis froml the
C0oninl11.1iit)'. SE-CRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

COMMISSION FINDINGS Ih dcICIison to !reahigii DDC.S Was (IriveiM b"
tile Navy's (lecisiot to close several niaval activi-

Ih 1Cor ('11mission1 foun1d it was cost Cel feet y for_ ties, ill Charleston,' SC, el im i atitig DI)CS'S
DCMID West to nIoVe front1 leased SlitieeL to Cttstomer base. Thle loss Of CoIStomerCl base alon~g
D ol -ownlcd irolicrt y. Fur1ther, JDoD) was Coill- with sufficitit storage spaeii(' iiitlie Dot) cI ist ri-
SKilCH1 11L' ngn\vConlStrttCt io at t1l1e long1 BeaChI butionl systciti (I ro\e the (hisestablishticittt IDl CS
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Chapter I

rated 6 out of 29 in the military value matrix. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
All depots rZt, cd lower than DDCS are collo- RECOMMENDATION
cated with their primary customer, a mainte- Disestablish Defense Distribution Depotnance depot.DietbihDfneDsrbio Dpt

Letterkenny, Pennsylvania (DDLP), and relocate

COMMUNITY CONCERNS the depot's functions and materiel to Defense
Distribution Depot Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania

There were no formal expressions from the (DDTP), Defense Distribution Depot Anniston,
community. Alabama, and Defense Distribution Depot

Red River, Texas (DDRT). Active consumable
COMMISSION L'INDINGS items will be moved to Defense Depot New
The Commission recommended the partial Cumberland, Pennsylvania, and Defense Depot
disestablishment of the Naval Supply Center and Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania. Any remaining
the closure of Naval Station Charleston, South materiel will be placed in available storage
Carolina. The Commission found these naval space within the DoD Distribution System.
installations to be the principal customers of SECRETARY OF DEFENSEJUSTIFICATION
the Defense Distribution Depot Charleston. With
no major customers, the need for the distribu- The decision to disestablish DDLP was driven
tion depot will be eliminais-d. Further, the Corn- by the Army decision to i-ealign the Letterkeriny
mission found closing this depot would reduce Army Depot and consolidate its depot mainte-
the overall excess capacity in the defense distri- nance functions with those existing at Tobyhanna
bution depot system, Army Depot, Pennsyl,,ania, Anniston Army

Depot, Alabama, and Red River Army Depot,
C S RATexas. Realignmnt of DDLF's priniary customer
an~d substandard facilities drive the decision to

The Com m ission finds the Secretary of Defense relocate thediributi is sion to dD cT o DDLrelocate the distributioni mission to DDRT. DDL?
did not deviate substantially from the force struc-tureplanandfina crteri. Terefrethe om- rated 25 out of' 29 in the military value matrix.ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Corn- AldeosadlwrthnDL aecob
mission recommends the following: disestablish
Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC Cated With their primary customer, a tnatnte-
(DDCS), and relocate the niission to Defense natce depot.
Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJR). Slow COMMUNITY CONCERNS
moving and/or inactive material remaining at
DDCS at th-, time of the realignment will be There were rio formal expressions from the
relocated to available storage space within th, community.
DoD Distribution System.

Defense Distribution Depot COMMISSION FINDINGS
Ltterkenny, Pennsylvania The Commission recommended Letterkenny

Army Depot riot be realigned arid its mainte-
Ccitegoty: Distribution depots nance function be retained. Accordingly, the
Mission: Reccive, store, and issue wholesale Commission found the Dclense Distribution

and retail (service owned) material in l)epot Letleikenny, which provides principal
support of the Armed Forces support to the Letterkermy Army Depot, is

One-time Cost: N/A required.
Savings: 1994-99: N/A

Annual: N/A
Payback: NIA
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION COMMUNITY CONCERNS

I-he Commission finds the Secretary of Defense There were no formal expressions from the
deviated substantially fron final criterion I. conmnmunity.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: the Dcfense Distribution Depot COMMISSION FINDINGS
Letterkcnny, Chambershurg, Pennsylvania,
remains open. The Commission finds this The Commission reCommended closing Naval
recommendation to he consistent WithAir Station Alameda, California, Naval Aviationfocesuhe: pa wn ialcie ith. h Depot Alameda, California, and Naval Station
toie structure plan and f'inal cr~teria. Treasure Island, California. The Commission

Defense Distribution Depot found these naval installations to be the princi-
Oakland, California pal customers of the Defense Distribution
Oaklad Depot Oakland. Because of the loss of the prin-

gisiory: ist ribution depot cipal customers, the need for the distribution
Mission:Rcccivc, stoic, and issue whiolestd" depot was eliminated. Further, the Commission

arid rclail (service owned) material i found closing this depot would reduce the overall
sulppoit of tie Atmed Forces excess capacity in the Defense Distribution

One-timeli Cost. S 1.5.0 million Depot system.
Savings: 1994-99: $1 7.3 million

Annual. $ l 0.0 millionl COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
Faybach.- 5 years" 5eaThe Commission finds the Secretary' of Defense

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE did not deviate substantially from the force-
RFCOMMFNDATION structure plan and final criteria. Therefore. the

Commission recommends the following:
Disestablish Defense Distribution Decpot Oakland, disestablish D)efensc Distribution Depot Oakland,
California (I)DOC), and relocate the primary CA (DDOC), and relocate the primary mission
mission to Defense Distribution Depot Tracy, to Defense Distribution Depot Tracy, CA (DDI'C),
CA (DFTIC), Defense Distribution Depot Sharpe, Dlefense Distribution l)epot Sharpe, CA ,DDSC),
CA (DDSC), and Defense Distribution DepOt San and Defense Distribution Depot San Diego, CA
Diego, (A (DDDC). Slow moving or inactive (DDDC). Slow moving or inactive materiel
materiel remaining at DDOC at the tie1 of remaining at DDOC at the time of closure will
closure will bc relocated to other available be relocated to othe, available storage smacc within
storage space within the DoD Distribution System. the DoD Distribution System.

.r~,~-T - A ......... 11 .1- A-... rA. \... . -.... : .. ..N D pot
)1LAiML. I IP1 I %.II LJLI L1--3LJU,-3J.J K t IL/I k/l ILLlAVl1,5 LJL IiYU.LIUII 1.JtL

The de, Ision to realign DDOC was driven by Pensacola, Florida
the Na"y's decision to close Oakland Navy Base Category: Distribution depots
and Naval Air Station Alameda, CA. T-hc closure C Mission:Reccivc, store, and isstic whiolesalh
of the Navys Supply Center at Oakland (flcet arid retail (service owned) matcrial in
support) and the Naval Aviation Depot at Alameda SUlppot f qhc Art10ed P.orcCs
removed the Customer basc from .Oakland. Ihis One-lime Cost: $ 2.2 million
closure along with substandard facilities -. n- Savinigs: 1994-99: $ 3.1 million
trihuted to thlie decision to realign the distribu- Annual: $ 1.5 million
lion mission outt of Oakland. DUOC rated 14 Payback: 5 years
out of 29 in the military value matrix. E-xcept
tor two depots, all depots rated lower ihan )DDOC
are collocated with a maintenance cdepot. The
other two depots exceed Oakland's throughput
capacity and storage space.
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Chaptcr 1

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE or inactive material remaining at DDP- at the
RECOMMENDATION time of the disestablishment will be relocated

to available storage space within the DoD Dis-Disestablish [Defense Distribution Depot tribution System.

Pensacola, Floida (DDPF), and relocate the mis-

sion to Dlefcnsc Distribution Depot Jacksonville, Defense Distribution Depot
Ft. (DDJF). Slow moving aachor inactive materia! Tooele, Utah
remaining at DDPF at the time of the disestab-
lishment will be relocated to available storage Category: Distribution depots

space Within the DoD Distribution System. Mission:Receive, storC, and issue wholesalh
eand retail (scrvice owmnd) material in

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION supporf the Armed Forccs
Onc-timle Cost: $ 39.7 million

The decision to disestablish DDPF was driven Saving,:' 1994-99: $ -19.2 million (Cost)
by the Navy's decision to close the Naval Sup- Anwreal: $ 5.6 millionl
ply Center and Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Payback: 11 years
F1. These closures eliminated DDPF's customer
base. The loss of customer base along with suf-. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
ficient storage space in the DoD distribution RECOMMENDATION
system drove the disestablishment. DDPF rated Disestablish Defense Distribution Dcpo'. T:)ocle,
10 out of 29 in the military value matrix. All Utah (DDTU). Relocate the dol'-ts functlo, c/
depots rated lower then DDPF are collocated mate tio depot Red River.with their priimai) custome-r, a rmaintenance depot. materiel to Defense Distribution Depot Red River,

Texas (DDRT). Any remanining material w !:L

COMMUNITY CONCUKNS piaced in available sp-ace in the DoD Distribu-
tion System.

There were no formal expressions from the
co mmu nit>y. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

COMMISSION FINDINGS The decision to disostablish DDTU was driven
by the Armly decision to realign Toocle Army

The Commission recommended closing the Depot and consolidate its depot maxintenancc
Naval Supply Center arid Naval Aviation Depot flnctions Vwiih those existing at Red River Army
at Pensacola. The Commission found these Depot. The realignment of DDTU's priraary CUs-
installations to be the principal customers of tomer and the substandard facilities drive the
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola. Because decision to disestablish DDTIJ and relocate itsof the loss 01, the principal.. cu~stoniers,,1 th ncc f_~c~i5md iincll io D RT. DDmi iatc.

for the distribution depot was eliminated. The 18 out of 29 in the military value matrix. With
Commission also found closing this distribution the exception of one depot (Columbus, Ohio),
depot was consistcnt with efficient managemnent lower rated depots are collocated with their
and would reduce the overall excess capacity in primary customer, a maintenance depot. The
the Defense Distributton Depot system. Columbus depot has almost twice the stoi-agc

capacity and four times the issue throughout
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION capacity as DDITU.

The Comnnission finds the Secretary of Defense COMMUNITY CONCERNS
did not deviate substantially from the ,orco struc-
turc plan and final criteria. Thercforc, the Comi- Therc were no formal expressions from ?.h-
mission recommends the following: disestablish coturmunity.
Defense Distribution Depot Prcmsacol 1- F1 (DDP[),
and relocate the mission to Defense Distribution
I)cpot Jacksonville, LL (DDJF). Slow moving and/
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COMMISSION FINDINGS SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The Commission recommended realigning the RECOMMENDATION

Tooele Army Depot and consolidating its main- Execute a DoD-wide Data Center Consolidation
tenance functions with those at Red River Army Plan that disestablishes 44 major data process-
Depot. Because the -Iooele Army Depot was the ing centers (DPCs) by consolidating their infor-
principal customer of Defense Distribution mation processing workload into fifteen
Depot Toocie, the distribution depot is no longer standardized, automated "megacenters" located
requited. Also, the Commission found closing in existing DoD facilities.
this Distribution Depot would reduce the over- The 44 DrCs recommended for disestablishment
all excess capacity in the Defense DistributionDepo sytem.Furher theComissin fund are located at the following DoD installations:Depot system. Further, the Commission found

the 1988 Base Closure and Realignment Coin- Navy Sies
mission recommended the relocation of the NCTS San Diego, CA
Pueblo Army Depot, Colorado supply mission C

to -ooele Army Depot, Utah. NSC Puget Sound, WA
NSC Norfolk, VA

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD
NAWC WD Point Mtugu, CA

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense NSC Pa Hor, HI

deviated substantially from final criterion 2. NSC Pearl Harbor, HI

Therefore, lhe Commission recommends the fol- NAS Whidbey Island, WA

lowing: disestablish Defense Distribution Depot TRF Kings Bay, GA

Tooele, Utah (DDTU). Relocate the depot's fune- NAS Key West, F1_
tions/matcricl to Defense Distribution Depot Red NAS Oceana, VA
River, Texas (DDRT). Any remaining material NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA
will be placed in -vailable space in the DoD NCTS New Orleans, LA
Distribution System. Change the recomnienda- CRUITCOM Arlington, VA
tion of the 1988 Commission regarding Pueblo NARDAC San Francisco, CA
Armny Depot, CO, as follows: instead of sending NCCOSC San Diego, CA
the supply mission to Toocle Army Depot, UT,
as recommended by the 1988 Commission, NSC Charleston, SC

relocaic the mission to a location to be deter ASO Philadelphia, PA
mined by the Defense Logistics Agency. The NCTS Pensacola, Fl.
Commission finds this recommendation is NAWC WD China Lake, CA
CntlSiSL(ttLt W it11 1i11C lJ CC 10 1 AILLIU ia[ _tll F[ ýISC San Diego, CA
final criteria. FACSO Port Hlueneme, CA

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS TRF Bangor, WA
NAS Brunswick, ME
NAS Mayport, FL

Catcgmy: Dejcnsc I•nforniation Systems EPMAC New Orleans, LA
Agt'cn' (DISA) BUPERS Washington, DC

Missioni: Notn-coibat l,)ala Proccssing NCTS Washington, DC
Onc-tinc Cost: $ .316 million NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl Harbor, H1
Savintgs: 1994-99. $ 401 million NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX

Annual: $ 212 million
Palbach: .5 years
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Marine Corps Sites SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

"MCAS Cherry Point, NC A DPC is an organizationally defined set of dedi-
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA cated personnel, computer hardware, computer
RASC Camp Lejeuie, NC software, telecommunications, and environmen-RAS Camp Leje, NC tally conditioned facilities the primary function
MCAS El Toro, CA of which is to provide computer processing sup-
Air Force Sites port for customers. The DPCs to be closed were

transferred from the Militulry Departments anr
CPSC San Antonio, TX Defense Agencies to the Defense Information
FMPC Randolph AFB, TX Systems Agency (D1SA) under the guidelines of

7th CG, Pentagon, VA Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD)
918. Rapid consolidation of these facilities

RPC McClellan AFB, CA is necessary to accommodate a significant
Defense Logistics Agency Sites portion of the DMRD 918 budget savings total-ing $4.5 billion while continuing to support
IPC Battle Creek, MI the mission and functions of DoD at the
IPC Philadelphia, PA required service levels.
IPC Ogden, UT Consolidation of DPCs is one of several cost
IPC Richmond, VA saving initiatives underway within DISA. Best

industry practice in the private sector has
Defense Information Systems Agency Sites established the viability and desirability of
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN this approach. It will position DoD to more
DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH enficieitly support common data processing

DITSO Kansas City IPC, MO requirements across Services by leveraging
information technology and resource investments

Recommended Megacenter Locations to meet multiple needs. In the long term, it will
"* Columbus, Ohio increase the Military Departments' and Defense

Agencies' access to state-of-the-art technology"• Ogden, Utah while requiring fewer investments to support
"* San Antonio, Texas similar Service needs. This is an aggressive plan
"* Rock Island, Illinois that will ultimately position DoD to support
"° Montgomery, Alabama business improvement initiatives, downsizing,

"and streamlining through the efficient use andSDen, er, Colorado (deployment of technology. DISA has undertaken
"* Warner.-Robins, GeorgA;a an extensive evaluation of candidate megacenters
"* Huntsville, Alabama to ensure the facilities, security, and ongoing
* Mechanicsburg, Pennsyivania operations will support an efficient and flexible

"* Dayton, Ohio Defense Information Infrastructure capable
of meeting the requirements of the Defense

"* St. Louis, Missouri community.
"* Oklahoma City, Olahomna During the evaluation process the IPC at
"* Jacksonville, Florida McClellan Air Force Base rated high enough to
"* Chambersburg, Pennsylvania be selected as a megacenter site. However, with
"* Cleveland, Ohio the Air Force's recommendation to close

McClellan Air Force Base the McClellan IPC was
removed from further consideration.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS assumed DoD would recommend closing
McClellan Air Force Base, the RPC's host. ButCommunqities questioned IDol~s selection process neither DoD nor the Commission recommended

and the accuracy of collected data. Specifically, clositeg McClellm AFBo .thecisorn, RPC McClellan

they questioned the rcquiremcnt that a should remain open.

megacentcr candidate have raised floors of at

least 18 inches and the reason DoD did not COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
take into account a facility's efficiency. Several
communities contended crroneous data misrep- The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
resented their facilities' physical condition, floor deviated substantially from final criteria 2 and
space, security arrangement, communication 3. Therefore, the Commission rccommends the
bandwidth, or regional operations cost. Coin- following: disestablish the 43 DISA information
munities also questioned the statistical method- processing centers listed below
ology used to rate the data on each site. Navy Situs

COMMISSION FINDINGS NSC Charleston, SC
NSC Puget Sound, WA

The Commission found errors and inconsisten- N orfl , WA

cies among the data on the 35 sites, which

affected the relative ranking of the megacenters. NAWC AD Patuxe-t River, MD
Correciions in the total power capacity of NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA
Resource Management Business Activity, Clcve- NSC Pearl Harbor, HI

land, Ohio, changed its rank to below the thresh- NAS Whidbc) lslamd, WA
old for becoming a inegacenter. TRF Kim Bay (;A

The Commission also found the security of NAS Key West, FL
future megacenter sites to be a central issue. NAS Oceana, VA
Security was a kcy concern of the Secretary of NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA
Defense, and the communities questioned the
security rating of individual sites and scoring NCTS New Orleans, LA
methodology. Analysis showed the initial sccu- CRUITCOM Arlington, VA
rity ratings of a few nucgacentcr candidates were NARDAC San Francisco, CA
inaccurate. Corrections were made, but these NCCOSC San Diego, CA
changes did not imp1act the finMl m.gacenter ASO Philadelphia, PA
selection list. AOPiaepiP

NCTS Pensacola, FL
The Co-mmission, ai-cl with the S.cr.tafy that NAWC WND China Lake, CA
the 18 inch floor requirement for conditioned FISC San Diego, CA
space was a valid criterion for megacenter FACSO Port luencme CA
candidates, as it ensures space for potential
growth. The Commission used a statistically TRt Bangor, WA
robust mcthodology to determine the overall NAS Brunswick, ME
ranking of the various sites. These efforts led to NAS Mayport, Fl.
Multifunction Information Processing Activity San ElPMAC New Orleans, LA
Diego, Califor'ia, being added to the liK of BUPRS Wshington, DC
recommended megacenter sites. NCTS Washington, DC
DoD's initial analysis ranked ,egional Process- NCTAMS EASIPAC Pearl Harbor, III
ing Center, McClellan Air Force Base, high enough NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX
to be considered a megacentcr candidate. How-
ever, RIPC McClellan was excluded from the DoD
recommended mcgaccnter sites because DISA
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Marine Corps Sites

MCAS Cherry Point, NC
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA
RASC Camp Lejeune, NC
MCAS El Toro, CA

Air Force Sites
CPSC San Antonio, TX
AFMPC Randolph AFB, TX
7th CG, Pentagon, VA

Defense Logistics Agency Sites
IPC Battle Creek, MI
IPC Philadelphia, PA
IPC Ogden, UT
IPC Richmond, VA

Dejcnse Inforrnatior Systems Agency Sites
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN
DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH
RMBA Cleveland, OH
DiTSO Kansas City iPC, MO

Consolidate the information processing center
workload at the following 16 megacenters:

Recomimended Mcgacentcr Locations

"* Columbus, Ohio
"• Ogden, Utah
"• San Antonio, Texas
"* Rock Island, Illinois
"• Montgomery, Alabama
"* Denver, Colorado
"* Warner-Robins, Georgia
"* Huntsville, Alabama
"* Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania
"* Dayton, Ohio
"* St. Louis, Missouri
"* Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
"* Jacksonville, Florida
"* Chambersburg, Pennsylvania
"* San Diego, California
"* Sacraincnto,California

The Connmission finds this recommendation
is consistent with the force-structure plan and
final criteria.

1 -103



ISSUES FORF M ONSIDERATION

Several issues which surfaced during the of the base closure process. lhe Commission
Commission's review and analysis process were strongly supports a joint organization respon-
particularly noteworthy. While the Commission sible for assigning workloads to the DoD's main-
is specifically charged with transmitting its rec- tenance depots. Joint oversight could mandate
ommendations for military base closures and cost effective interservicing actions circumvent-
realignments to the President, the Commission ing Services' parochial interests. DoD must
believes it can offer valuable insight and guid- create strong incentives for the Services to pur-
ance regarding the base closure process based sue interservicing. Additionally, anm future con-
upon its intimate involvement and first-hand sideration of interservicing must include a
expericnce. The Commission believes it would comprehensive review of private-sector capability.
be remiss if it were to forego the opportunity to
share its concerns. Depot Capacity
Interservcing Although the Commission took actions to make

recommendations regarding the reduction of
The Department of Defense has been attempting unnecessary depot activities and capabilities, the
for approximately 20 y'ears without significant Comnrnission full)' recognizes there clearly
success to interservice depot maintenance remains excess capacity within the DoD depot
workload. In his testimony before the Commis- system. Interscrvicing, as addressed in a separate
sion in March, 1993, the Secretary of Defense issue within this chapter, and consolidation can
stated DoD did not have adequate time to go a long way in reducing excess depot capacity
address the interservicing issue or to compile while realizing certain synergies and cost-
the necessary data to submit recommendations effectiveness relating economies of scale generally
to the 1993 Commission. However, the Score- attendant to consolidation. listorically, each
tary indicated he would welcome any Commis- Service has preferred to remain in control of its
sion actions which would result in increased own depot systems; however, the shrinking
interservicing of DoD commodities. defense budget and attendant downsizing of the

Committed to streamlining depot maintenance Department simply will not allow this scheme
workload to achieve maximm efficiencies, the to continue. Therefore, the Commission recom-

workoad o ahiev maimumeffiieniesthe mends the Secretary' of Defense consider during
Commission determined the following five corn- I t I o I I -uriI
modities should be reviewed for interservicing dis dOetom-up review ow the Departmant, r singic
potential: wheeled vehicles, rotary-wing aircraft, defense depot system with a joint responsibil-
tactical missiles, and ground communications; it)'. All DoD maintenance depots should come
the fifth, fixed-wing aircraft, was ultimately under the direct command and control of a single
deferred from ,'urther analysis due to a lack of joint Services organization. The organizationdeferedfrom'urheranalsisdueto alac of should have the autthority to assign workloads
reliable or comparable cost and capacity data. solhae th ority to assign rorkadsThe esuts f th Comision' reiewarc between depots or priv'ate sector as appropriateT h e resu lts o f th e C o m m issio n 's re v ie w a rc n m i i e t u i o i p o e u e o e s r npresented in Chapter One of this Report. and implement unmiforml procedures for measuring

and evaluating depot performance. Accordingly,
The Commission's recommendations to consoli- the Commission further recommends the Sec-
date depot maintenance workload through retary impose a moratorium on further depot
interservicing represent only an initial attempt expansion relative to 'he purchase of ncw prop-
at achieving cost savings. The efficiencies to erties and the construction of new facilities
be realized from interservicing dictate Dol) until such time as the bottom-up review can
conduct an exhaustive review and present its determine the overall capacity requirements
recommendations/actions during the 1995 round within the DoD depot system.
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Private Sector Capability commulitics and several reuse groups regard-
ing recolmmendations on improving tile p Opelty-

The Secretary of Defensc, in his recommenda- disposal process. The grouIps oftered a
lions to the 1993 Commission, did not address comprehensive array of intcgrated rccommcn-
the issuc of domestic private-sector capability dations to expedite the disposal and conversion
to "r-ightsizc" the overall DoD depot infra- process. These included strengthening and
structure. I owever, the issue of private-sector coordinating the federal role through a single
capability was a recurring theme during the DoD "reuse czar" to oversee the property-
Commission's deliberations. The Commission felt disposal implementation authority and respon-
the domestic private sector could provide a sibility vested in the Military Departnments.
potentially cost-etfective option to DoD's in-house Additionally, these groups recommended DoD
capability for repairing and maintaining its equip- fostcr a trul)' community-oriented disposal
ment, which should be exploited lfor potential attitude with "community-friendly" policies
economics. A shift to the private sCctor for main- relativc to creative real estate marketing techniques,
teuance services ma'y also have a positive credit sales, interiim civilian use through leases,
impact on maintaining the nation's industrial and parccliZation of uncontaminated lands. These
base. By downsizing DoD's in-house maintenance proposals can ensure an early transfer to and
capability to the minimum necessary, operational use by affected comnmnities. The Commission
requirements may be nmCt in the most cost.- endorses such recommendations and, in
effective manner through a different mix of public particular, believes an accountable Assistant
and private industrial support. Therefore, the Secretary of Defense-level "reuse czar" with control
Commission strongly rccommends the Secretary of departmental reuse funds would cntice
ofi Defense address the private-scetor capability, communities to initiate reuse planning and
within the context of an integrated national implementation.
industrial philosophy. in his recomniendat ions
for the 1995 round of base closures. In so Another related issue involves the Air Force Base
doing, the Secretary must recognize he will meet Disposal Agency and the coordination between
an understandable bias of the various service the Agency, the OEA, and the local communi-
depots against private sector contracting because tics. The Air Force Base Disposal Agency was
of their own need to maintain volume as their established in 1991 to serve as the Air Force's
workload shrinks, federal rcal-property-disposal agent. They pro-

vide integrated managemnclt for Air Force bases

Implementation of the scheduled for closutrc and serve as a liaison
between reuse planners and local communities

Commission's Recommendations prior to a closure. After the base-closure pro-
T he Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) m cess, the Agency works with state and local"II-lieC CU!Offiiiceoifb io ido cvcAdH \'idL)ic i cue plu.II
the Department of Defense assists local corn- that minimize the economic impact of base
munities' economic transition following military closures. Ilowever, the Agency's wvork is mde-

base closures and realignments. Despite statis-ticsshoing oca comitntiesoftn thive pendent of the OEA. In fact, the former Directortics Showing local communities often thrive of tile Agency, Colonel lDavid M. Carian, in
after base closures with OEA assistance, envi- of thle DIni urg. tann atestimony boefore the Commission, tirged thtat a
ronmcntal study and cleanup requirements have .'formal liaison' between the Agency, the OEA,
resulted in a slowdown in the disposal process, and the local community planners begin iinmc-
causing local commttnitics to report severe
delays in land reuse. A dclay in beginning the diatel upon approval of a base closure."
reuse process leads to deteriorating facilities, The Commission encourages DoD and Conlgres-
loss of comnil tt1lity benefits, waining fiscal and sional oversight committees to solicit commenls
human resources, and may be the largest single from impacted coin intunities on regulatory
mpilcdinient to affectecd commitunities success- changes to facihitate base disposal. Congressional
fully transitioning their local economies. committees with statutory jurisdiction should

During the 1993 inl\eStigatiVe hearings, the hold hcarings and streamline the disposal

Commission heard testimony from affected process, through legislation if necessary.
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Tie Commission also bielic\ves Colonecl Cantian's potentlially siglili fcanlt savings inl operat ionls and
reco11MnIed-attoits should be niempenicted to hiclp maintenance funds. I'o-wever, ownership dloes
lcducc costs and imprl~ove service to affected not come without ati-tcndant costs, and there
communities. Lhc Arm)' and Nlavy shou1-ld also ma~y he instances wherei- leased space is a bectter-
look to repheiatc thec Alir Force system to facili- optionI, CSp)CCiahy for -Short-termIl rerfutiremenlt S.
tate anld expedlite base disposal to fully assist Modern business practice recognizecs tlicre should
coililtmuiltI )' re)Covery effortIS. The w\ork of the hec a capital utsage chargc for facilities that areC
-Servicc's disposal agencies should bc function- lowned' to avoid at bias, against leasing, wvhich
all>. supervised b)' the DoD "reutse czar " so as to often provides greatcr future flxibi)lity.
a-ssure process coordination. Finall11y, dutrinig its rev\iew\ and anialysis the Com-

mission diseovered what appeared to be DoD's
Leases leasing of' space from GSA at premium rates

The Commission's reviewc~ of Departmentm of above Llie going commereial rates for like areas.
Defense leases shows a significant amount of The CommlissionI thinks there may he fer-tile
opecration arid miaintenance funds spen-t aiurt- ground1( to purIIsue potential anom11aEcs inl leaseC
ally' for leased off-ice space. 'With the downsizing rates as indicated ini the foregoing, a long with

of he iliarySerics, xces cpactyanomalies in the overall accouniting systemls of'
administrative spalcc is boeng creatced on nmili- laevru-w P'"cmaiosta ol
tary' bases, Often Inl Close proximtty to the leased help avoid using flawed data.
space. For exampleC, the Army cuirretitl' leases
offIice sp'ace in Sari Antonio, 1A, xvhile excess Defense Finance and Accounting
cap~acity exiAst InI gO\'ernnientC-owned ad miiiis- Service WDAS)
trative space at San Antonio's Fort Sam Hous-
ton. The Commiisstoni smioýcsim Ts I do (i r('ct lie The 1)91 Decfense; Base Closuire and ait-
Services to incelude a separatei category for leased iiiert Commuissioin iecommended Dot) submnit a
facilities durnig_ the 1995 process to ensure a consolidation plan of the Defense Finance and
bottom-up reic~i\\' of' all leased space. Accountinig Service (l)FAS) to thec 1993 Comn-

The Commission helieves DoD) should review miission. l)FAS developed a planl for locatinig a
itscurci-t Iasc to c~icimi whthe ornot c .orisolidated work force: based onl a site seclcc-

itCs S Cu r n leases t de e m n wh h r or oti ti PrOC ess know n i t s thec "O pportttnity for-
exces ~o\'rnmeIt~-OWne~d administrative space Econom-ic Growth" (OUG). The 0FG solicited

cotild be uIsed instead of leased off-ice space. A pooasfo onmntc hc drsc
reviewr~ of' lease~l facilities mlust cross serv\ice pcfcmnaoyadpeerdicltlelci"
buse li" of onsi cssa- Illilzdal inl the following mlajor1 categories: Cost to tbe

ltco-spa.e oi ilitary' installations is maxi- Department of- Defense, site and office cliarac-
1he ")-.-'ýsson :do-cs -Ifrtsterist tes, and community chiaracterisitics. Intie Army's pntblie-private developmencit plains for Decembier, 1092, DOD announced that it had

the Fort Belvoir Engineer Proving Grotind (EIG). chiosen the top 20 c-ontenders inii th compeiti-
This initiative, authorized by Congress in 1989, tioii to select new\ locations for furflther consoli-
permuits die Arm)' to trade developmeicit rights dated f'inaniice-and-aiccoutiniiig Centers. The
onl the FRJ inl return1 for sufficient adminnis- selected cotiniunt .ies wetrc atuonig 112 sites from
trati\'e sliacc also Oii the EPIG at nlo capital 33satswic7umitd11 irps1s h

contrut tn cstto ie ovenmet.filial willnets of dlie Competition N\verc to ne
The Conimission further recomimiends tie AtImounlced in the Secretary Of Defetise's base
Departmtcnt ol Defenise, in its bottom-up reCview closurec and realigwini in-rconitnletdat ions
of this area, examitie all options surroundinig submitted to the Commission onl or bef'ore
the oxvnerislipj-veris~tts;-lase issue as it relates to March 15~, N 93.
DDoll acilities. Convenitional wisdlom appiears itO The DFAS conisolidation was not forwarded to
suiggest 'o~vmerlicisip of facilities by the Depart- the CotlItIIIission ais part of thec Secretary's 1993
meri of Dcefeisc is more ecomiomical and ben- reomnainIeaueteSceayo
eficial to military readiness than leasing due to C0111ciaonbcts teS:rayof
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Pcefetise did not1 tc~e ilc OFI() wils s'otiid I I IS tilec oppotittility andtilte'I~i~blti) to

pi-th ic policy. On N-(ai rl30. 1 t)9 , the (.onI - Imtprove heailth carlc opcrat 101 iS andlc cost c bce--
inP111 ission111 fouitialIC( DOD cqctcolI rIOVIdC tile tivciicss by aggrcsstvcly talkii'g nicccssary actionls

Of ~ tuy.t c process tnscdl to dctctminlc the to rcsti uicture tilicin finto a truly joinlt-scluVI ic cdi -
wit itiersý, :iid tile rcsillt of thle coilupet itionl by Call teamll anid Sysicmun l 1w ,zist an Secret ary of
April Q, 1t) 3. 5 hic Sc rclaiy rcespondcd to tile Dc fc nsc for IIcaitl Affaiiris Should corti111 nILet
ConlnIIS'i~l sIo S icrticst in a Junc 7, 1993. lct icr, i ticrcasc emlphiasis and locus chaorts to improv'e
hUt 1)N' thalt t ituc. OWc ConuvuIISSiOti wa3S 5tat111or111V 11Ca1lth carIC operatilonls and cost efCccuxeness by:
prccludcd loin1 tilnsidc ling - i. I) Fxamliuiiv tiwe consol0idaltion 0f
diltionl l~Ila. (]Ilc (omm1IIission is rcIlniI(C rcd to cson.ccs, Spccificd ocograpluc arcals
l)LhiS ll i tilc -LIcdcral Rcgýist[c r liI)O(~ed ;Iddi- and rcgions a1cross miltr deatmns

ion tothcSci'tarslit 3 tls cfoc () osing meicical trcaltimcnt facilit ies
snh~litiit its Ncp)orli) toile PiCS 1 cIicn .)inIijUI isJnt9prin"tlcsta otcfci'
7, 1093, lcttcr, tile Sccrctary of Pcelcnsc staicld levertls. gi\ lcn , tim at icnst load and

his rcasonls fur rcjccli In thce orwiginl fi[\ sitc- "il cost of mc tIcal c oarc indth
seI-lect l pr~ Ti Sccreutav further staltcd tl oto-ildcl aeiltl

hc ad icctc cwst-.ctin rcs I-lied Cacb incut arca.
F- t ,hisd dircwtve~ c rd re I,% st-,lcioli inoesandi 0 i) M-oving~ asscts across Military
in stall at ion clIosuires or caI i uwut De L , )~r insadii te evc
1 C-)icpat incut would subunlit t hcml tIo tile Dcf~cnsc L_'icilit icS as ccesar to i ucrcalsc the
F),asc Cilosture an~d Rcalioligumen Commisston caplability anld usagec of- cxistingý

iiuili le195iotn f acclst-s Vlit facili tics anld opeatinlg ~cds;.
1wi I Q993 Cormmission (i eCcpl is the clcrctarvs Ilcw\ (4) Cicatim ighcalth carc programls that

di icc:tton, NVc Iccoiiillll c le take It-io conlsid- opciatc oii a coipet itivc cost basis
C11ik)1 FC I'11l- J-. i-. N S -- I L1i 0 'iil J.. . . . i -' to I r1-- i - h t l' '*h i-n s

Icsottic cs thle top 20) contculdcrs hiave all-cald)' (5) U pgraditig substanldard f~acilities
malidc to this 01f AS prOp)osal. thalt arc still rcquiredi.

Thcli Commlissionl algain urgcs lDoD to r-cvicw\ its

Medical Treatment Facilities policy of closing militaty hospitals whIcil bascs
With act)I11101 iv-ttyppltossercdAC by' thosc

1h 109 19 C omnmissioni- ccomiliended f oloP confcr hospitals arc closcd. Dol) ha,, the obligation to
N\ 1111 Cngsscgatri[ath-ae 01WCS)tMII' 1AI-AC I)ICcis_ arid cnAS1,t- rcICI[ neliclhefitar rx ( to all
rcport1 in) ti11 mc0r thce 1993 fiasc (l10'111rC aidC cligihic bcneftl'ciaries, anld it shAould dio SO at thle
Rcalligniuiciit Ctliiiiiis-sioii to conlsider thec i_,sitec lowest cost to taxpaycrs.
of h~osp~ital clomurcs, .Sccion 722 of tihc DoD
lNit onahi Dcfcnsc AuthI orization Act for Fiscal DUn n1" tII 1093 bjasc closnIre and reailignmelint
Year 199,-3 retfii tcs I l)o to i-cport on aIlternai- process, it was discoverced fiat constdcrabfe tundl-
tivC 1ncan1S o1' C0ont11111 ,0 prI)iCdc acsil ing had beet-Idielntified for extcnisive rcnova-
fiilt'aItI cat-c \\ ith tcspcct to cach t'losuc rmaid lionl and rnprolcmc u of anI cxislll,! in Mdctical

it-alignmiciii. hIt was ito cad ilv apparel-Cit Poll (ceiit cr. 1h is may ble i IMpproptI~iiatc atl a time I

IIICt tlik ]C It'lill rlenc t Inl its ucoa ntta whcn cxccss opcrit ing bcds arc availablc in thc
lie 1 -)93 D[Ie C cn Isc 00ase L Clour iad Reigi uct ilh i-a)- Iiciltl -camc systenin. The Assistant Scc-

Commiss ~.retary ol ll'ceii-sc for 1 icaiith Aftairs nieeds to

1 U IIIO il an/p i-i 5 1N93, Commiiission licariug, nikI itry edcl fa-11,ictiVCIClt dcoslidtions and/o

Ilie PI)II -i it SlSti qliii 01ticiaco Pt-IcIS list' forSL cls irtspii o to at-i'c capital expcntdituitres.
I fcalthi AllaIr, Staitd ho iar-lcspitals werel~
01 it'atii ig1 at on\ orulid ii~ of iiorirlial iii- patk-iitl 11 ri tiovat iCe ccepts; Shiouald also bc conlsidc ed
lenids, a ntfl liic \ Nas snfici wteitt caIpacity, to Meei inl oilier i acis, such als formal izdti agreemenclts
aityl reatineliss lrtil-Cii t ii iii s dt-liticd inl thle withl Veterans AdminIIistration hospitals (whichi
I)*~ 1i-'feim [Iaing iiiti uCn dnice. 11 thiis excess will be increasingly under-ut ilizced) Or private-
capicit yol i n-pitMCH it MI nlo ts1_11) Pi xss OlP sctlor hospitals. Ani example of thlis concept is
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a "hospital without w\alls", whecre ititi italy doe- Althoug PDO poIdelM ( d rea-;ISon fI OFrLCat 11ng 111i-
tor-s practice atl Veterans Administrtation and/or Standard, tile Commiljýssion believed. and the
private sector- hIOSp als, anld dIL not1 r-equlnv a Gene nil ALCeouti tin g OHLfc (.iGA&) conenviedo. InI
mlilitary) mledical hicility. its April 1 5 ic port, that t his; SIandlad \\a5I

arblit arv ai id 0 sei,ý,lliuiator'e 1 he Commliissionl
In ~ ~ ~ 1 metn\\.olianIopovd caih Ws unlable to Validate \vhv thle,,e, e~ctiL hf'tres

carec services to both active duty' and retiree popu-
lations, PoP) shouldc- pursue thle lowes-os t (11SIve FIatlereen andIH)lak 500.000were cose asip
optil th ie taNxpayerI neC_101 cessar1ý ilyt' wais riina()r Add tonallyh e"icononIli hs l
least-cost-opt ion to DolP). This may includI'e tl' ws.he n o i ih ~tri.Tehrttu
closure1- and con1solidationl of facilities onl acti~e mili1tary-vale ti riteriia WCVer required to ble giýve i

Service inst1 allalt ioils. 11he CommI~liss;,ion underCI- priority1) Consideration. 1o remllove a base as; a
stands DoD policy Is to maintain hospitals and "Iui or relg ci adiaebsdsl
Clinics tospolactive-duty poputlatioins. The thonil Clitarv- vau erie CC via could beI)A- i Icosist11 cut
Commission feels it is i uculinbent uponl the wth Ii loii ticl-N thle Cl-ttl ou ldtsto se mandasiite
Department of Defense-, to plan illi concert w\ithl \11Dl" n 1cClllisso' 11cac

thle appropuflate governmentCII agenIcies, inllcuding" VIIherlie-, Illtn tueM- base-c'losretCom da
thle Veterans Adultnist rationl, aswll; \VI prIi\'ac'- tionIs, thle CoruiIISI ision teoinn11Iend thle SeCLTe-
sector hecalth-care providers, to enisure availability t ary. of P)CIfeuse mlake clecar t hat eun lal~l~t .c
of nece.ssary hecalt 1 cave for veterans and their econlomic impact alone is inrsu ffieieit Cause bor
decpendents, keeping in minitd the Administration's remiloving a base \\'titll inadequiate ril nllary value
expected nec*v medo~ical 1)!ogram~. front(-11; Coisie rat ionl Iclostir orSUC OFeal i g 1ci ter

Economi11c inip~aLct shou~ld be g ken1 weTi~ght oulv
CuiulaiveEcoomi Im actwhen analyzing candidate b)ases-, w\ith coivpa-

riahle suffwicint m1ilitary vallue. The~ ioninutIs-
Thle Departnment ot De iv' use measured com thui-j Stoll ivCLoi in1ctIds, Ill assesCSiI r Uig Mitiut \' i xl)Iclt
nity economic impact by recviewing tile direct clarify ing and stan dard Lzi rig geographic areas oi-
and indirect eff hie on emlymn at clsn, esreet

realigning, atnd rCceiving locations. Ilil add it ionl
DoP also calculated the ettlltlative economlic U.S. Armny Corps of Engineers
impact if move tItanl oi ie base was affectedl vitlli-

inagiven area. Additionally, ett'cts of conlimus- In1)'Ili )tneBtsJoui tideai

sion deccisiols troul 1988 anld 1991 base ('0losuc's ileilt tCoui illisiolil rcotlitliien(Ied thle realig~n iiieti
were factored into this cutmulative econloitlie of the U.S. ArntIv Corp'Is 0i Lugitleer`IS, eliiliilIai1IIg'

analysis. "Fhe economic area was defi led 1h) a tiuL1u)lle Of d Ivisionl and d11Ist nt inlIacIagiiCIeit
DOD as the area where most illtalstiiat ion lIieadlltiavt ers_. 0111iOn iisiu Il 0991 Repor
emlployees) meki MIL d WI 'vcie L uoll M ie Lceo(- lCLc uininl~enue Hii lk ueiig i"' i a)H11 10 egiii iiin,
ilclillie (or emilclpymeilet) ii llpets wouild occurl. I 092 anld to coti 101111 to t1ý li )()I 91( oip l hftci l-
Thei C'cOt1liCt il-a tea \vscith1ev thle COMMlt \Vhiee I titeS RCOutixto Itdy uttiless!7, totgre s iscd
theC installlatio 10 Was Ilocatedl, a MetIropol itall anl altertlatkie plaul hejore t hat datec.
Statistical Area (MSA). I iowcver, (Oilgc~ss ileleyed tile Coiliitiissiotl 1 iad

Tile cumulaitive economie imiipct est iniatl es ot ,n 1111 oiit conside vart ioni to tilie Coills
led to tile establlishmenclt by Dcli) clf tiltc'5iil~d realiglilme ilt iproposal. There clove, ilil tile fall of
crite via to justi by tetllovi rig a basýc' Iloit i thle pro- 1091 Coniejss r' It(Iact mvcI IC11\L ic1 0i1.dtie1ors
posed closure list. [or exampllie, thle secretary from tile Ltiisilsjitsdi i AMlt boug Ilic
of Defense reversed atl Air lulvee rconinuiieilda- (Lor.IlS Of l~gincee s aIltitit1ilc'd inl N ovember~c,
tiol to clcose McClellan Air Foclrc Iase, C 'A 1-92, tile a1)IvOVaI Of tilie SLC'erc'tav Of thle AFtiiv's

eceause thle cecl~otulic im~pact, lot- t iiis an d Ieotgat~l atioil iliati for ii,, s taiciadq rltclvs ati ilfiedd
cothier actionis, was fiv'e l1lercetlt or greater, atnd St rIct rcVs, thle ScrearylI clf Ie teisel' Ifla~cCLI thle
li 'mlotie ilpyinlit ploputlatiotn of thii ' i rlipacted I-corgatlicat i Ol Oil hold.

conmtmunity wvas 500,000 clv IIlI'tC.



Chapter 2

The Commission is concerned sufficient emphasis mcasure of facility CCapaity would be a bctcr-
is n1t being placcd on the Corps of E-nginccrs representation of overail excess capacity within
reorganization as a result of Congressional the DoD depot system.
pressure and resistance, Botlh the 1991 and Additionally, the Commission noted during its
1992 rcorganization proposals were esimated analysis the Departent measured prodUctiv-
to result in significant savings to the Depart- inl', the Dearmng measrd rdcwich
ment of Defense; however, thcse reorganizations it>', generally speaking, in man-day rates, which
and savings h'•ve not been rea-lizedl some argue is an imp1roper measure clue to

icgional variations in man-day costs. The Corn-

The Comminssion encourages the Secretary of mission suggests perhaps the cost of periormance,
Defense to act promptly to approve a reorgani- and reliable measuremnents thereon, is a leveling,
zation plan so significant savlngs can be realized more reflective measure of merit for productiv-
and unmccessary facilities can be closed. ity. Therefore, the Commiss'on suggests D1D

pursue this or a like approach for reason--

Classified Programs ableness and appropriteness during future
base-clostic cxercises.

Several bases recommended for closure or
realignment by the Secretary of Defense in both lhe Commission noted several instances w_.
1991 and 1993 conducted classified missions during the Services' data-call process where
or activities. While the merits of such programs information that was passed from installation-

were not issues for the Commission's consider- level to Service and Secretariat-levcl sccmcd

ation, the Commission had to be made aware of to become less reliable. It is easy to see how

the existence of such activities in order to fully unwitting human crr-ors of omission, commis-

assess closure and realignmetnt implications. sion, and display differences can occur as infor-
flmation is nassed thottgh channels. To avoid

"Thcrefoic, the Commission believes the ID)Cpart- this during future rounds, the Commnission sug-
I men-t of Defense should maintain an audit trail gcsts base commanders and field respondents
of the discussions conducted during its rccoin- providing raw data and information to higher
mendation process regarding classified missions. headquarters be allowed to review the overall
While it may niot be necessary to provide to the input in its final format bcforc it is sent by' the
Commission the minutes of these discussions, respective Service t( the Commission.
th, Commission mnust be assucd appropriate
agencies participatcd in the decision-making Community Preference
p)cess, e.g.. service intelligence agencies and
tle Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense Consideration
for Command, Control, Communications, and In the base closure and realignmlent1 erocess, it
tntcti~gcnce. utot[ermore, ii a OD agency' is a rare occasion when a local commtnity
provides classified support to a non-DoD actively petitions the D)cpartmen-jt of )fclcnse to
organization, it is imperative DoD coordinate consider a miitary installation for closute or
with that agency piior to making its final rec- realignment. For this reason, Section 2924ure of

ormCnlcdat ion. The responsible Service and the Iublic Law. 101-510 directs the Secretary' of
office of the Secretary of lDefense should -bicLw1150drtsheSrtayo
Offaicex ofci in the Se taryoef e sDefense to "...takc such steps as arc necessary

to assure that special consideration and einpha-

sis is givcen to any' official statement front a unit
Measures of Merit of general local governmnent adjacent to or within

During its rcvicw and analysis of depot issues, a mm1 itary installation rcqu.ecsting the closure or

the Commission discovemed the measures of merit rcalignment of such installation."

Icnde'd toward facility' rcsnlts \which pcrhaps The clear ilntcint of Congresu is for the Secretary
wcrc not always the best measures for such ac- of Defense to provide added emphasis to any'
tivitics. Results can be a snapshot tneasurement requlest by' a local gOVernCment for the closure
of a constantly moving target alffcted by any or realigmecnt of a Departinciit of 1)efcnsc

n1tt1bCJe Of Ilctors. If 1C Commission suggests thie instalfalion. 1 lowcvcr, the decision to close or
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realign a military installatioll must be based bases. As a result of these requirements, resto-
on the force-structure plan and the final criteria ration costs can be incurred at closing bases
established by the Department of Defense. Due that arc not incurred at active bases. Addition-
to the natuie of the military and its national ally, it is possible that a given bases cleanup
mission, the force-structure plan and military may need to be more extensive if that base closes,
operational missions may not allow the Depart- given possible changes in land uses. This can
ment of Defense to accommodate a local result in significant increased cleanup costs at
govcrnmeriJs request fo•r closure or realignment. closing bases. Because Of the potential for

The Borough of Marcus Hook, PA, petitioned increased environmental restoration costs at

both the 1991 and 1993 Defense Base Closure closing bases, it is requested the Secretary of
Defense consider incremental environmentala jd R e a lig n m e n t C o m m iss io n s to C lo s e th e c L E t I o s s a cl i n b s e i n i s -c r -Maic~ Hok US. rmy eseve Cnte becuse restoration costs at closing bases in his recoin-M a,-cu-- H ook U .S. A rm y Reserve C ente l- because m n ai n o t e 1 9 o m si n

the Arm)t and local community have been
unable to reach any agreement, and the com-
munity wuild like to obtain the property for Unexploded Ofdnance at Fort
development. Monroe, Virginia
Because of this example, the Commission is The Commission has concerns with the Armny's
concerned the Secretary of Defense may not be approach in considering unexploded ordnance
placing sufficient emphasis on a local at Fort Monroe, Virginia, and by implication at
gc,,ernment's request for closure or realignment all Army facilities. Uncxploded ordnance at Fort
of an installation. Therefore, the Commission Monroe was raised as an impediment to closure
recommends the Secretary of Defense place of this facility due to potentially high cleanup
special emphasis on a.ll local government costs whern the base is turned ovrc to the ,Staie
reqCuests for closure or realignment of installations, of Virginia. An implication was made that the
With regard to dhe Borough of Marcus 1took base is safe for military personnel and their fani-
request, the Commission ur-gcs the Department lies but would not be safe if civilians toolk over
Of " ---V to negotiate in good faith with the ownership of the base. In the Commission's opin-
11 nt of Navy and the Borough the possible ion, there is an uncertainty over Fort Monroe
i. Af the Marcus Hook activities to the due to an itiadectuate assessment of the exten-t
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to accommodate and threat of unexploded ordnance. The Corn-
this below-threshold request. mission recommends the Army comprehensively

investigate the extent of unexploded ordnance

Environmental Clcanup Cost and ensure public health and the environment
are protected from current anld notential hnit inc

DoD's guidan-ce to the Services provides direc- exposure to unexploded ordnance at F;ort
lion on the use of environmental costs in the Monroe and other Army facilities containing
BRAC process. This guidance states that the tcxp)lodcd ordnance. The Commission requests
Services are not to consider environmenetal the Secretary of Delense provide information
restoration (cleanup) costs in the cost of closure, on the status of this request to the 1995
since DoD is obligated to clean up bases Commission.
regardless of whether they i:!osc or remain open.
While it is true that all oases will bc cleaned Rightsizing DoD Service
Up, It doesn't follow that the rCstoreAtion costs
at a given nase will rcmain the same ii that base Initialives
closes. Subsequent to the 1991 Commission, Although the legislative history of base closure
there have bccn new laws passed, intended to seems replete with statutes imitin, just What
facilitate rcusc of closing bases that impose unique the Department of Defense can do V.without
cnvironmcntal requirenicnts on closing bases. Congressional approval, the Services do have

1hes0 laws require the acceleration of invcsti- some laiitudc to indcpendeutly downsize by
gatory work, and docutminent at ion on the closing down relativcly small installations. Since
presence of uncontaminated land at closing the first base-closure process of 1988, the
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Services have, upon their own initiatives, taken
a number of these smaller actions that do not
break the threshold of the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act.

At present the Army has underway 22 separate
initiatives to close, realign, or transfer facilities
which when implemented will result in per-
annumn savings of approximately $67 million.
Since 1988 the Navy has disposed of 14
domestic and 29 overseas activities and instal-
lations with a very conservative estimate of
over $70 million. Just since the 1991 base-
closure round, the Air Force has begun, and
in some cases completed, the inactivation and
consolidation of 12 major commands into 8.
Additionally, 12 air divisions and 5 communi-
cations divisions were inactivated, and 25 wings
were eliminated.

The Commission applauds these independent
efforts and charges the Secretary of Defense to
continue to encourage the Services in their
ongoing efforts in this area.
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HISTORY OF BASE CLOSURE Congress protested the Secretary's proposals
were politically influenced. To overcome the

Many military installations were closed to potential stalemate and to ensure a fair process,
reduce military overhead in the early 1960's, Congress created an independent five-year
and hundreds were closed in the early 1970's Defense Base Closure and Realignment
after the end of the Vietnam War. Members of Comaiission with the passage of Public Law
Congress, eager to protect the interests of their (PL) 101-510 under Title XXIX.
constituents, enacted Section 2687 of Title 10,
United States Code. This statute required the The Defense Base Closure
Department of Defense to notify Congress and Realignment Commission
if an installation became a closure or realign-
ment candidate. This law also subjected Congress created the Defense Base Closure
proposed closure actions to time-consuming and Realignment Commission "to provide a fair
environmental evaluations which effectively process that will result in the timely closure and
halted base closures. realignment of military installations inside the
As a result, in the late 1980's, as the force- United States". Lawmakers intended this Com-
Astractresueadly, in clind the l 0s, asthfructre- mission to be a model of open government. Unlike
structure steadily declined, the base structure th198DDCmisoP10510rqre

the 1988 DoD Commission, PL 101-510 req uiredbecat:" bloated. Re•' tadiness.o wvas threatened asthea Servicrd. to pay n the operating costs the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
the Services struggled to pay heoraigcss Commission to conduct public hearings on theof unneeded bases. The Secretary of Defense, in c retary o con se's li c lh e s an d
close cooperation with Congress, proposed a Secretary of Defense's list of closures and
base closure law to close obsolete military bases realignments and on any proposed changes to
and bring the base structure in line with the those recommendations. In addition, its records
declining force structure. were open to public scrutiny.

Procedurally, the 1988 DoD Commission and
The 1988 Commission the Defense Base Closure and Realignment

Publie Law 100-526, enacted in October 1988, Commission differ substantially. The 1988 Comr-
mission, working for the Secretary of Defense,

created the Secretary of Defense's Commission Cenerated its own list of recommended closues
on Base Realignment and Closure. The law
charged the Commission with recommending and realignments. Under the new law, the

installations for closure or realignment based Defense Base Closure and Realignment Coin-

on an independent study of the domestic mili- mission independently reviews and analyzes the
tar), base structure. The 1988 Commission Secretary of Defense's recommendations andrecommended the closure of 86 military and submits its findings directly to the President,
the realigc ment of 59 others with an estimated To insu'e an independent process, the law
savings of $693.b million anwihallyn requires the General Accounting Office (GAO)

to provide a detailed analysis of the Secretary

Despite the accomplishments of the 1988 DoD of Defense's recommendations and selection
Commission, additional base closures were process to the Commission. The GAO also
necessary with the declining force-structure assists the Commission in its analysis of the
brought on by the end of the Cold War. Since Secretary's recommendations.
the 1988 Commission charter expired by this PL 101-510, as amended, provides for the
time, the Executive Branch attempted to pro- Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comt-
pose further reductions on its own. In 1990, mission to oet in 1991, 1993, and 1995. In
Secretary of Defense Cheney announced 1991, the Commission recommended 34 base
additional base closures and realignments.
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closures and 48 realignments, with estimated THE 1993 BASE CLOSURE
FY 1992-97 net savings of $2.3 billion and
recurring savings of $1.5 billion annually after PROCESS
one-time costs of $4-1 billion.

Using lessons learned from the 1991 round
oi base closures, Congress amended the Public Law 101-51.0 requires the Secretary of
Commission's statute in 1992 to provide a more Defense to submit a list of proposed military
deliberate, auditable, and accountable process base closures and realignrments to the Corn-

for future base-closure rounds. The legislative mission by March 15, 1993. (see Appendix A)
changes are annotated in italics in Public Law In accordance with the st-tute, these recom-
101-510, as amended, contained in Appendix A. mendations must be based upon a force-

structure plan submitted to Congress with the
Composition of the 1993 Defense Base Department of Defcnsc budget request for

Closure and Realignment Commission Fiscal Year 1994, and upon final criteria
developed by the Secretary of Deferse and

The Commissioners chosen to serve in the 1993 approved by Congress. For the 1993 Commis-
round of the Defense Base Closure and Realign- sion process, the Secretary of Defense announced
ment Commission have diverse backgrounds in December, 1992, that the final criteria would
in public service, business, and the military. be identical to those used during the 1991 base
In accordance with the enacting statute, four closure round.
commissioners were nominated in consultation The Secretary of Defense based the force-
with the U.S. House of Representatives and the structure plan on an assessment of the probable
U.S. Senate Majority Leader, and two with the trctureat tan n onal security dsming the sip-bea
advice of the House and Senate Minority Lead- 1 as 1
ers. The two remaining nominations were made period beginning, in this case, 1994, as Well as
inee ndTently byrtem nominations wthe anticipated levels of funding that would be
independently by the President. available for national defense (see Appendix B).

The Commission staff was drawn from diver- Thle final criteria cover a broad range of
gent backgrounds encompassing government, law, military, fiscal, and environmental considerations.
academia, and the military, in addition to those The fiist four criteria, which relate to military
hired directly by the Commission, other staff vaIue, were given priority consideration. The
were detailed Acorn the Department of Defense remaining four criteria which address infrastruc-
the General Accounting Office, the Department ture, environmental, and economic impacts, are
of Commerce, the Environmental Protection important factors that may mitigate against the
Agency, the Federal Aviation Administration, m fco t
and the General Services Administration. The milita.y value crit.ria (see Ap.pen.dx C).

expertise provided by the detailees from these The law requires the Commission to hold
diverse government agencies contributed signifi- public hearings on the Sccretary of Defense's
cantly to the Commission's independent review base closure and realignment rccommenda-
and analysis effort. lions and on any' changes proposed by the

Commission to those recommendations. The
The Commnission's review and analysis staff was Commission must report its find igs to the
divided into lout teams -- Army, N~avy,, Air Force, President by July 1, 1993, based on its review
and Interagency Issues. A direct-hire civilian and analysis of the Secretary of Defense's
managed each of the teams in accordance with recommendations. To change any of the
the amended law which also limits the number Sof Dparmen ofD~ese dtaiceson ach Secretary's recommendations, th~e Commission
of Department of Deiensc detailces on each must find that the Secretary deviated substan-
Learn to two. tially from the force-structure plan and final

selection criteria.
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Once the President receives the Commission's Criteria 1 - 4: Military Department
final report, he has until July 15 to approve or and Defense Agency Assessments
disapprove the recommendations. If approved,
the report is sent to the Congress which then THE ARMY PROCESS
has 45 legislative days to reject the report by a
joint resolution of disapproval or the report be- The Army established the Total Army Basing
comes law. If the President disapproves the Study (TABS) Group of 10 full-time Army Staff
Commission's recommendations in whole or in members to make recommendations for poten-
part, he must transmit to the Commission and tial base closures and realignments to the Army
the Congress his reasons for disapproval. The Chief of Staff and the Secretary of the Army.
Commission then has until August 15 to sub-
mit a revised list of recommendations to the taBS employed a two-phased process to make
President. At that point, the President either recommendations on base closures and realign-

forwards the revised list to Congress by Sep- ments. First, the TABS Group arranged installa-

tember 1, or the 1993 base closure process is tions into 11 categories based on the primary
terminated with no action taken to close or mission, and then analyzed the military
realign bases. The law prohibits Congress from value of each installation within its category.
rnakng any amendments to the recommenda- Military value was based on five measures
tions, thereby requiring an "all-or-nothing" of merit --- mission essentiality, mission suit-
accptions o ther requiringmand"al-or-noability, operational efficiency, quality of life,
acceptance of the recommendations. adepnaiiyand expandability,

The Office of the Secretary of Defense From this analysis, the TABS Group identified
(OSL) Guidance to the Military ics candidates for further study,. Next, the TABS
Departments and Defens• Agencies Gr-oLup develoUped loa.... MId )caligii-ieiii

alternatives which they subjected to a cycle of
The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) analysis based on feasibility, affordability,
provided policy guidance to the Services and socioeconomic impacts, environmental impacts,
Defense Agencies specifying procedures to en- and the subjective pros and cons of each alter-
sure compliance with the base-closure law. The native. Finally, the TABS Group used these
OSD issued several memoranda establishing assessments to determine its recommendations
policy, procedures, authorities, and responsi- which were ultimately delivered to the Acting
bilities for the Military Departments and Secretary of the Army and the Army Chief
IDefcrsc Agencies in the selection of bases of Staff who forwarded the recommendations
for realignment and closure, including the to the Secretary of Defense.
foxloxinr requirements: studies roust be based
on the January, 199t, force-structure plan and THE NAVY PROCESS
the samc eight final criteria used in 1991; all The Navy established an eight-member Base
insrailati ms must be considered equally; comn- -rh e Evalio n Co ght-ee mb tr-
it hc,-ivc record-keeping, internal-control, and Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) to for-
o 1 catl lo policies and systems for data mulate closurc and realignment recommenda-

L.:n. eacnts and sources definition, justifica- tions, with the Base Structure Analysis Team
t..n of data changes, and verification of (BSAT) providing support to the Committee.
eccuracy must be implemented; installations The analysis process began by categorizing
raust be grouped into appropriate categories installations according to the support they
annd subcategorics based on missions, capabili- provided to Navy and Marine Corps opera-
tics, o, affiliates; excess capacity mnust be deter- tional forces: peisonnel, weapon systems and
niinzd" and, the "Cost of Base Realignment material support, and shore support. These three
A\ctions" (COBRA) model must be used to cal- categories were further divided into subcate-
cu.t t c,-ts, savings, and returin on investment gories and subelcments. The analysis bcgan
0 ,,ioposcd closures and realignments, with numerous data calls to installations to
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deterniie excess capacity and military value. ballot on closure and realignment recomimen-
Military value was based on the assessment dations. The BCEG then briefed the Acting
ci:- ,ria of readiness, facilities, mobilization Secretary of the Air Force who nominated the
.. -.2-:bility, and cost and manpower implications. sclected bases to the Secretary of Defense.

The BSEC then developed closure and realign- THE DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (DLA)
ment scenarios using a computer model designed PROCESS
to achieve the maximum reduction of excess
capacity and, to the maximum extent practi- The Director of the Defense Logistics Agency
cable, achieve an average military value equal (DLA) established a Base Realignment and
to or greater than all installations currently in Closure (BRAC) Executive Group comprised of
that subcategory. Finally, the BSEC applied mili- both executive-levei civilian and military
tary judgment to the results achieved with the personnel and a BRAC Working Group of full-
computer model to develop a final scenario, time members and support staff from specific

Once the BSEC developed candidate bases for DLA technical areas. The BRAC Working Group

closure or realignment, they evaluated them collected data that had been analyzed and certi-

against final criteria five through eight. The fied, developed and evaluated recommendations

final Navy recommendations were submitted for Executive Group consideration, conducted

to the Chief of Naval Operations, who, in his sensitivity analyses, and compiled docurrienta-

capacity as Acting Secretary of the Navy and tion to support the final DLA recommendations.

with the advice of the Commandant of the The Working Group categorized activities based

Marine Corps, nominated bases to the Secretary on general DLA missions and functions, in four

of Defense for closure or realignment, categories: regional headquarters, distribution
depots, inventory control points, and service/

THE AIR FORCE PROCESS suppolt activities. Excess capacity was evalu-
ated through a series of questions to determine

The Air Force appointed a Base Closure Execu- the physical space and throughput capacity
uve Group (BCEG) comprised of seven general available and used at each location. Their
officers and six Senior Executive Service-level evaluation also considered projections for
civilian personnel to implement the base- drawdowns in the force-structure plan, changes
Jlosure law and the OSD guidance regarding in basing and effectiveness, and initiatives
base closures and realignments, expected to improve DLA operational efficicncy

Based on data received from questionnaires, the and effectiveness.

Air Force performed capacity analyses on 99 The Executive Group next analyzed military value
bo ',"; and nn-site sltrv'eyv a; 48 installations to to determi,,e the rehlaiive rankini, of an activity
evahuatc the ability of each base to accommo- compared to other installations in the same
date increased force-structure. category, and then developed weighted measures
Next, the Air Force categorized bases according of merit - mission essentiality, mission suit-
Net., tfhability, operational efficiencies, and cxpandability
to acir mission followed with an excess-of military val.
capa'2ity analysis to identify beddown opportu-
nitics for activities and aircraft that would Using the excess capacity and military value Cvaln-
relocate. Next, the BCEG developed a color- ations, the Executive Group identified potential
coded rating scale for approximately 160 candidates for closure or realignment. From these
subelements in order to examine specific data candidates, scenarios and alternative options were
points related to .the eight final selection crite- evaluated against the force-structure plan, as well
ria: "green" indicated a base was more desirable as the COBRA model, to assess costs, savings,
for retention, "red" was least desirable, and and return on investment. After the Executive
"yellow" was between the two. Group considered the impacts of the scenarios,

For each category) under consideration, the BCEG recommendations were made to the Director of

discussed the options and voted by secret the DLA for realignment or closure.
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THE DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS In accordance with PL 101-510, all of the
AGENCY (DISA) PROCESS information used by the Secretary of Defense

to prepare recommendations must be sent to
"The Director of tihe Dfcnse Information Tech- Congress, the Commission, and the Comptrol-
nology Services Office (DITSO) established the cr General. Within the Commission, each team
Dcfc:nsc Data Cctcr Consolidation (DDCC) team began its review and analysis with an examina-
to begin the consolidation of data processing tion of the documents provided by lhe Services.
centers under the base closure and realignment First they determined whether the recommen-
process. The DDCC team used the significant dations were based on the force-structure plan
amount of work already performed by the and eight criteria, and whether all bases were
Services to consolidate Service/Agcncy data considered equally. Next, the teams considered
processing centers into larger, more efficient if categories, subcategories and base exclusions

"megacenters." The DDCC team developed a site were reasonable.

selection process to identif)' existing sites with

the greatest potential to serve as megacenters. Each of the teams reviewed the process the
Service used to assess military value, as well as

The DDCC team, with the assistance of experts the reasonableness of the data they used. Each
from various Defense Agencies and the Services, team examined the capacity analyses performed
judged the relative merits of megacenter candi- by the Service and highlighted installation
deates using the criteria categories of facilities, categories that required additional scrutiny.
security, and operations, and through data Specific data analyses included a reniew of the
obtained from questionnaires and site visits to COBRA input data and military construction cost
megacenter candidates. Of the 36 megacenter estimates, as well as the capacity of receiver
candidates scored, 15 were recommended in rank installations to accept missions.
order as megacenier sites. The nulnihter of sites
required was determined by first calculating the throughout the review and analysis process, the
total processing workload requirements of those Commission staff maintained e-.- active and
sites being consolidated, and then distributing ongoing dialogue with the communities who
the requirements beginning with the top-ranked made significant contributions to the entire
site, until all the requirements were satisfied, process. Staff members also accompanied Corn-
An analysis was performed to determine how missioners on base visits, attended regional
much the site ranking order depended on the hearings, and visited closure and realignment
weights assigned to each criterion and the candidates and receiving installations.
inclusion or exclusion of a specific criterion.

UNIQUE CHALLENGES CONSIDERED DY

Criteria I - 4: Cammicsionn Review THE COMMISSION

The Commission set up four teams within its The Commission addressed several unique
Department of Review and Analysis - one team challenges presented by cach of the Services'
to review each respective Service application of implementation of the base closure and realign-
the military value criteria to the base closure ment process.
process, and an Interagency team which reviewed
the Defense Agencies' application of the mili- ARMY
tarV Value criteria to the base closure process. Based mainly on a com-eparative review of
1The Interagency team. also reviewved criteria five

through e e t for allof the l Servi~crfives an facility requirements and available assets, thethrough eight for all of the Services anid Commission believed the Army, riay riot
D~efense Agencies. Each team analyzed its Service's ComsinbledteAr' a)ntmethodology to ensure general compliance \vith have taken a sufficiently close look at excess
methe dolaw, to ensiri generay cofmdiande wito capacity within its infrastructure. Therefore,
the iw, to confirm accuracy ofm data, and to the Conitnissioners voted to study additional
determine s-p i \\o bases for fur-hcj consideration as closure or
properly offered by the Secretary of Defense. real ignme t cand idates.

realignment candidates,

3-5



Chapter 3

NAVY and less quantihiablc ranking methodology.
The analysis was provided to supplement, not

Thc Ccr'cmission shared the concerns of thv replace, the Air Force methodology. The anal},-
Gpnerao Ac'sounting Office that the Navy's sis was not a stand-alone or sole determinant
Witroc hess c itc' rr inathe scosuresthn thof ses in the Commission's closure and realignment
with higher nil itary value scores than those dcsos

recommended to remain open. Therefore, the decisions.

Commissioners votid to study additional bases DEFENSE MAINTENANCE DEPOTS
for further consideration as closure or realign-
ment candidates in part because the computer In the past, the Military Departments developed
mnodcl used to assess alternative scenarios was depot maintenance capabilities to suit their own
designed to maximize the reduction of excess mission needs. Recently, a Joint Chiefs of Staff
capacity, and then to evaluate average military (ICS) Dcpot Maintenance Consolidation Stud)'
value. The Commission performed a thorough determined defense depots collectively have 25and exhaustive review to ensure the evaluation to 50 percent more capacity than necessary. The

process used to determine whether the bases estimated depot excess capacity would be even
recommended for closure or realignment higher if certain private sector capabilities were
conformed to the force-structure plan and included in the analysis.
selection criteria. The Departments' attempts to eliminate dupli-
AIR FORCE cative depot operations in Service-controlted

depots have been largely unsuccessful. The
Because a lack of documentation made it diffi- Commission found that similar work was
cult to verify the Base Closure Executive Group's conducted at nmltiple locations p:imarily as a
(uCEG) rationale for closure and realignment result of the Services' parochial interests. For
decisions, the Commission's Air Force team example, the Commission found: (1) tactical mis-
conducted an independent analysis of criteria sile maintenance activities were performed at
1, 2, and 3. The study was performed to nine locations; (2) wheeled vehicle maintenance
validate Air Force base operational groupings, was performed at three locations; (3) rotary wing
and to analyze a base's ability to support other maintenance activities at three locations; and
missions that were not rated by the BCEG. (4) ground communications maintenance at four

sites. These inefficiencies could be avoided
The Commission staff reviewed the Air Force through interservicing of like commodities.
questionnaires to determine which questions were
relevant to operational military value within each The total cost of depot-level repair programs
mission area. Questions chosen for inclusion in exceeds $13 billion, but only two percent of
the staff's independent analysis focused on the total is expended through interservicing
operational areas for generating training sorties arrangements. TheJCS study estimated DoD could
(e.g. fuel, ramp space, and weather) as well as save between $2 billion and $9 billion over the
the training airspace and ranges to support train- next 10 years if unneeded depots were closed
ing once airborne. Next, the staff scored and and similar workloads were consolidated.
analyzed the bases in four mission areas: airlift, in December, 1992, the Deputy Secretary of
boniber, fighter, and tanker. The. staff then Defense directed the Services to develop inte-
determined score values and a point score for grated base closure and realignment recommen-

each question response. The scoring and analy- dations, taking full advantage of all possible

sis of questionnaire data for operational aspects interservicing options. According to aSD offi-

provided relative values among bases across a cials, the Services decided there was insufficient

wide spectrum of mission aspects, rating more time to consider all possible interservicingt

question responses than the BCEG. The staff optiom s and, instead, attempted to eliminate

then performed a base-by-base comparative analy- excess depot capacity within Service boundaries.
sis and scored all bases claiming a mission Consequently, the Secretary of Defense suggested
capability for thec mission areas in question. the Commission examine the interservicing ---.

This analysis provided Commissioners with p o mmisitmcs.

alternatives to thc Air Force's more subjective possibilities.
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The Commission analyzed and evaluated the The FAA detailce providcd valuable assistance
potential fcOr incicased interscrvicing of totary- by obtaining and reviewing data and informa-
wing aircraft, wheelcd vehicles, tactical missilcs, tion including current air traffic control serviccs,
and ground-cot umunications and electronics aeronautical charts and publications, growth u cnd
systems workloads. Private sector capability was statistics, information on civil airpotts near mili-
not assessed. The interscrvicing categories were tary airficlds, informiation on civil and military
selected from a matrix of duplicate repair func- facilities and equipment, and planned or
tions included in the JCS study, from potential proposed airspace expansions.
savings estimated by the Defense Depot Main- Additionally, airport and airspace data sub-
tenance Council, and from suggestions made to mitted by the Services relative to recommenda-
the Commissioners during initial site visits. tions regarding a military airfield were reviewed,

The Commission analyzed depot capacity within vcrif'icd, and validated. Data prepared by the
the Navy and Air Force fixed-wing depot struc- Commission such as aeronautical charts depict-
ture. Hlowever, no attempt was made by the ing militar)' and civil airports, special military
Commission to analyze fixed-wing interservicing use airspace, training areas/routes, and the
due to a wide range of problems and a lack of structure of the national airspace/route system
reliable comparative information, were discussed and reviewed for accuracy

Potential intcrservicing arrangements for the and completeness.

rotary-wing aircralt, wheeled vehicles, tactical The detailee and members of the Interagcncy
missiles, and ground communications and Issues, Air Force, and Navy teams prepared
electronics-system commodities were analyzed and reviewed detailed and consistent airspace
by analyzing comparative information and briefing maps for each base. These maps were
\'isit ing totentiaiiy.-imptacted depots. Addition- deveioped to clearly depict ground encroach-
ally, information was analyzed regarding: unique ment, the airspace structure around military
depot maintenance functions, related military and civil airports, and the availability and
value, investment in depot plant and equip- accessibility of military special use airspacc and
ment, depot capacity, projected workload training areas. Examples of the maps prepared
and utilization rates, operating costs per hour, arc on the following pages and show ground
and cost per unit. encroachment at Plattsburgh AFB, the airspace

structure around military/civil airports in Southern
AIRSPACE Califomnia, and the availabilit) and accessibility

In evaluating airspace, the Commission received to militry special tse aispace and training

expert analysis support from a full-time Federal areas on the East Coast from Virginia to Florida.

Aviation Administration detailee who reviewed
criterion 2 which specifically addressed the
availability and condition of associated airspace
at both the existing and potential receiving
locations.

The detailec served as the liaison for the
Commission with the FAA Washington head-
quarters, regional offices, and field facilities.
Specific matters addressed included air traffic
control operational, procedural, and equipment
issues; military and civil airspace; and, airport
and air and ground encroachment.
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Chapter 3

Criteria 5 - 8: Militaty Department, CRITERION 6: ECONOMIC IMPACT
Defense Agency and Commission Review oslo policy guidance instructed SCrvices to 1ca-

\,'hilC the first four seCection criteria assessed sure Coinnuuity economic impact including
military value and were given priority constricr- the direct and indirect effect on employment
atiou, the remaining criteria were also appliel at closing, realigning, aud receiving locations.
in base closure and realignment evaluations. To cst imate indirect job losses in the communi-
Because these criteria were not driven by ties (the economic area), indirect Cmplol0yment
military considerations specific to a Service, the multipliers developed by the DoD Office of
Commission's hitcragcncy Issues team evaluated lEconomic Adjustment (UEA) werc used in
critcria application across all Services to ensure conjunction vwith direct job loss. Bascd on the
process uniformity and compliance with the size of the COmmunlttity affccted and the type of
legal requirement to Cevaluatc recommendations personnel located at the installation, tlhe multi-
based on the final selection criteria, pliers \vere cotIser1vativcly developed to rcflect

the worst-case scenario, and were affirmed
CRITERION 5: RETURN ON INVESTMENT by the Department of Commerce Bureau of

As prescribed by OSD policy guidance, the Cost Ecoonimc Analysis. Idirect emploment
losses resulted from base coniracts to local busi-of B3ase Realignment Action (COf3RA) model was nsea ela pnigb o esne

used by the Services and Defense Agencies to in the local community for hoising, utilities,
calculate costs, savings, net present value, andl-, ýand serv\ices.
retlurn oin investmient for base closure andet0
realignment actions. Return on in\Vest-melnt was Each of the Services provided direct-employment.| , ... .. I !_ L 1'": I...till C,\pC'<t.'€l p3,•, lmý tlI\ [•ll I L M - M•) CitLI~h Xv1h-idi ... .IU 1( I -)LJI~ I

[W O l V 1(O.'. 1). 1 5i) I 10 11l [IL

proposed base closure or realigniient. COBR1\A el-anges for military and civilian1s (11inluin11g
inp'ut data consisted of' standard factors, which contractor per-sonneld employed on tlle base or
gener-ally remained constant, and basc/scenario ill tile m11mle,:'liac vicinlity,) and military trainee's
factors wvhich were unique. Standard factor at each base. Mvanpowcr changes directly asso-
example)Is inIcIlued civilian pay, national median clated with cianiges ill the 10OlCC SHLtIC111le wele-
home price, discoutnt ratcs, and costs per mile cxcluded from ilhecconomic analysis.
of' moving personnel and equipment. E~xamples It' 1110re than one closinlg or realignin;7' base wa's
of h-ase/sccnario factors included tihe nlumber oae ntesm cnmcacrgrls
Of atllor'iZed perIsonnel at a base, tile size 01 lof- Svc eODclated ilti. alcColni thea 1cgardlati
the base, tile lllelof per-sonnel mov0\ing, ompactvc of D calculatopoed atiols cumula tive
midt constru~ction• costs icquired by ,,he move. ipc f l h rpýc cinsoiacm

11un11tty. Lnltployllenil rollpacts icsilltig fromIh outt'1)kl data was u1sed by each of' tlhe the 1088 and 1091 base-closure process were
Secrvices and Defense Agencies in their d ecision- al-so inluC~ ded inl tile cum itlative-inipaci calcula-
making proccss, tions by' including personnel losses scheduled
All )I the CO-BR-,A runs used by' the Services to occur in the future as' a result of' past
and Defense Agencies in formul1.1atin~g their base-closuIe action1s. 1T1he July 1992 Bureau of
rccot'nlcridations Were provided to the Comn- Lab101 Stati-stics eIIIlc, ynIIet data capttredCC .job
mission With tile Secretary's list. Otherl lostses whichl had Arehcdy occurrecd due to
COBRA runs were submritted by' the Services pre-viou1s aIse closureVs.
and Defens e Agencics by i-eqttcst fro011 tile The Co m mln issio nl's l,'e vicw and Analysis

Coniist~on. ýcviw o til dat hy he Cm- lnteragency Issue's teaiml, with the assistance o~f11Iisson conltinuedC~ thrloughlout tile Comnmli,sion ,s D~elpartment Of Cotm merce cconotnists, validated
c'aILUat6ot prFocess.
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Chapeor 3

the methodology used by the Scrviccs. The In conclusion, while little direction was given
Services gncrally complied with the OSD to the Scrvi,_'s by OSD, the Services did evalu-
guidance to estimate economic impact. Vcrifi- ate community infrastructure in their dccision-
cation of the data and mcthodology was making process in compliance with this criterion.
accomplished by confirming DOD personnel
impacts, documenting indirect employment CRITERION 8: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
multipliers, reviewing the process used to OSD guidance required a summary statement
select impacted communities (economic area), and status for each of the services' recoin-
validating employment levels within the com- mendations which addressed: threatened or
munity, and documenting calculations used to
estimate installation and cumulative economic endangered species, wetlands, historical and
impacts. The Commission also made indepen- archeological sites, pollution ._control, hazard-
dent employment impact assessments, with the ous materials/wastes, land uise and airspace
assistance of the Federal Emergency Manage- implications, and programmed environmental
merit Agency (FEMA), and collected additional costs/cost avoidances. Each Serviý-e had a
economic different perspective when they considered thein th d Secretary's rec31marmebdations c relationship between closure and realignment

actions and the seven environmental attributes.

CRITERION 7: COMMUNITY Although each Service and the Defense Logistics
INFRASTRUCTURE Agency, provided environmental summaries

Absent specific policy guidance froni OSD fur eligible installations, the Army and the Air
regarding criterion seven, the ability of both Force did not address programmed costs/cost
thegexisting anitertian ree'eaiving f o avoidances. I he Army's recommendation reportthe existing and potential receiving coniuniu- an~d installation ...umniarics. - Provided i~n~o.. .,
tics' infrastructure to support forces, missions, ain
and personnel", the Services took varied sistent information regarding this attribute.
approaches in then- evaluations. In response to cluestions from the Commission,aethe Army stated thcy did not use this attribute

Common cornimtmty infrastructure factors cvalu- in return on investment calculations. The Air
ated included housing, health care, education, Force was unable to document that these costs
transportation, and recreation. The Army and were considered.
Defense Logistics Agency compiled military value, OSD< D's guidance was sufficiently general to
assessments, which included community infra-strulurecompnent fo eac insallaion allow the Services to apply varied per:;pectives
structure components for each installation to the environmental attrilmutes. lhe documen-
eligible for closure and realignment. The Navy tation provided by the Navy and DLA addressed
and Air Force collncted daa pursuani to isvi: t lt uLi il
criterion in community infrastructure data calls all plcy guiane While the Army and

for each installation eligible for closure and the Aice base le de did no
rcalgriicrt. eiter te Ar FrcenorDLA the Air Force base closure dtecisio ns did not

realignment. Neither the Air Force nor I) LA consider programmed environmental costs/cost
specirically addressed conmmunity infra stetrfite avoidance, each fully addressed the remaining
inrtheirandalyses, osix attributes. It is reasonablc to believe that

a more complete Cealuation of this attribute
"Thc I)cf,:nse Inlormation Systens Agency (,)ISA) would generally ni.t have altercd their
activities are generally small tenants on larger reco-mendations.
military installations. Therefore, DISA concluded I -c Colivnission. did not agree with the Army's
its consolidation would not have significant position that the nigh cost of car vieeowth t cltal
coinmt~niuny inlfr-asltrutulre impact since an poiinththeigcstfevr'intaentire base community would ntt sice a t cleanup precluded their recommending the
by -asI ctnant's wu i ot be affected closure of Fort Motroc, Virginia. The Comimiis-by, a sirall tenant's dislocation. sion does not support the implicat: i that Fort
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Monroc real estate is environmentally safe enough As required by law, the Commission published
for Army soldiers but will not bc safe enough the required notice in the Federal Register
for the Commonwealth of Virginia if the to inform communities that their bases were
"insiallation was rcturned to the state. under consideration by the Commission for pos-

sible closure or realignment. Public hearings were
ADDITIONS TO THE SECRETARY'S LIST held for ,ach of the installations the Conmtis-
FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION sion added for consideration and each nmajor

During the Commission's review and analysis base was visited by at least one Corntisioner.

process, several concurrent activities provided THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING
information to the Commission. First, the OFFICE (GAO)
Commission thoroughly analyzed all of the
information used by the Secretary of Defense to Under Public Law 101-510, as amended, GAO
prepare the recommendations. The Commission evaluated DoD's selection process, provided the
also held seven investigative hearings in Commission and Congress a report containing
Washington, DC, where Military Department their detailed analysis of the process, and
representatives directly responsible for the assisted the Commission in its review and analysis
Secretatv's recommendaticns testified to the of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations.
Commission. Several defense and base closure Nine professional staff members were detailed
expeits within the federal government, private by the GAO to serve full-time on the
sector, and academia testified about the specif- Commission's Review and Analysis teams. The
ics of the base-closure process ,nd the poten- GAO detailees participated fully in ea
tial impacts of the Secretary of Defense's of the review and analysis effort. They verified

recommendations. The Commssioners and

staft members also conducted over 125 tact- dqata, visited candidate bases, participated instal mebersals coductd oer 15 lct- local hearings, and testified before the Corn-
finding visits to activities at each major installa- loal hearings, a s dibeore te Otid eomede b heScrtayofDf- s mission at its public hearings. Additionally, GAO
tioan ccornmended by the Secrtaiy of Defense field personnel visited bases to gather infor-and considered by, the Commission for closure
or l1hr mation first-hand and verify data solicited by

rrealignment, held 17 regional harings ohear the Commission.
directly. from communities nationwide, heard
from hundreds of Members of Congress who GAO reported to Congress and the Commis-
testified before the Commission, and received sion that the Scivices' selection process was
over a quarter of a million letters from con- reasonable, and the Secretary of Defense's rec-
cerncd citizens across the country. Addition- ommendations appropriate, cven though some
ally', the Commission received input from the were singled out for additional review. GAO

Cln l altlu u-1n Of -- _ .L I('1ff 1 .1 -- 4Genra, ,n, U_-, as uie uy i was concerned the ý,JIIC. o0 MhC 3cIrýry of
base-closure statute, which included a report Defense (OSD) did not exercise strong leader-
containing its evalu, ation of DoD's selection ship in providing oversight of the military
process. Services and cl'fensc Agcincies during the pru-

Based on1 the info-mation gatLhered and the -ess, and had generally ignored government-

analyscs pcrformcd, alternatives and further Wide Cost imnlications.

additions to the Secretary's list were considered. The GAO repnried that the Army's methodol-
To perform a thorough analysis and considcr ogy and dccision-making process used to evaluate
all reasonable options, the Commissioners N oted and recommend installations for closure or
on March 29 and on May 21 to add a total of realignment complied with legislation, was
73 installations for further consideration as well documented, and generally supported by'
alternatives and additions to the 165 bases accurate data and appeared reasonable.
recommended for closuic or realignment by
the Secretary of Defense wsee Appendix F).
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While the GAO report agreed with the Army's
selection methodology, the GAO took exccp-
tion with the Army's decision to retain Fort
Monroe, Virginia. The GAO report also noted
the Secretary of Defense's action to remove the
Army's recommendation to close the Presidio
of Monterey, California, because intelligence
community concerns generated conflicting points
of view within DoD on this issue. The GAO
also questioned the cost and savings projections
raised questions of this recommendation.

The GAO concluded the Navy process was
well documented. However, GAO noted senior
military and civilian officials' judgements
and assumptions were part of the decision-
making process, and several reasonable ques-
tions could be raised about some of the final
recommendations.

Although the Air Force process appeared rea-
sonable and the data used generally accurate,
the GAO found the process difficult to verify
and noted some judgements which were not
clearly documented. in some cases, Air Force
decisions could not be verified using existing
documentation.

The GAO certified the accuracy and complete-
ness of data and found the Defense Logistics
Agency's selection process complied with statu-
tory requirements, although some estimated cost
savings appeared questionable.

Finally, GAO reported the Defense Information
Systems Agency (DISA) process and imlplemen-
tation was generally sound. The GAO concluded
the approach DISA used to select mcgacenter
sites ,wcre reasonable.
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What follows is a copy of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
510). In italics are the subsequent changes made by Congress in the Fiscal Years 1992/1993 Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Bill (P.L. 102-311) and the Fiscal Year 1993 Department of Defense
Authorization Bill (P.L. 102-484).

TITLE XXIX - DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS
Defense Base PART A--Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
Closure and
Realignment SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE
Act of 1990.
10 USC 2687 (a) Short Title. - This part may be cited as the "Defense Base Closure
notC. and Realignment Act of 1990".

(b) Purpose. - The purpose of this part is to provide a fair process that will result
in the timely closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States.

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSION
note. (a) Establishment. - There is establishted an independeni commission to be known

as the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission".
(b) Duties. - The Commission shall carry out the duties specified for it in this

part.
(c) Appointment. - (1)(A) The Commission shall be composed of eight members

appointed by the President, by and with the advise and consent of the Senate.
President. (B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for appointment to

the Commission --
(i) by no later than January 3, 1991, in the case of members of the Commission

whose terms will expire at the end of the firsi session of the 1 02nd Congress;
(ii) by no later than January 25, 1993, in the case of members of the Commis-

sion whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 103rd Con-
gress; and

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the case of members of the Comrnmis-
sion whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 104th Con-
gress.

"(C) if the President does not transmit to Congress the nominations for a•pointment to the
Commission o(n or bejore the date specijicd jar 1993 in clause (ii) (f subparagraph (B) or for
1995 in clause (iii) of such subparagraph, the proccss by which military installations may be
selected for closure or realignncent under this part with respect to that year shall he te'rmi-
nate-d",

(2) In selecting individuals for nominations for appointments to the Commission,
the President should consult with -

(A) the Speaker of the House of Repescntativce concerning the appointment of
two nmembers;

(13) the majority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of two mcmbe,.';
(C) the minority leader of the Hlouse of Representatives conccrninig the appoint-

mCnt of one mcmbcr; atl
(D) the minority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of one member.
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(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for appointment to the Com-
mission for each session of Congress referred to in paragraph (1)(B), the President
shall designate one such individual who shall serve as Chairman of the Commission.

(d) Terms. - (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), each member of the Com-
mission shall serve until the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during
which the member was appointed to the Commission.

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall serve until the confirmation of a suc-
cessor.

(e) Meetings. - (1) The Commission shall meet only during calendar years 199i,
1993, and 1995.

Public (2)(A) Each meeting of the Commission, other than meetings in which classified
Information. information is to be discussed, shall be open to the public.

(B) All the proceedings, information, and deliberations of the Commission shall be
open, upon request, to the following:

(i) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the Subcommit-
tee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support of the Committee on Armed Ser-
vices of the Senate, or such other members of the Subcommittee designated by
such Chairman or ranking minority party member.

(i0) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the Subcommit-
tee on Military Installations and Facilities of the Committee on Armed Services of
the House of Representatives, or such other members of the Subcommittee desig-
nated by such Chairman or ranking minority party member.

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of the Subcommit-
tees on Military Construction of the Committees on Appropia,•itons, of the Senate
and of the House of Representatives, or such other members of the Subcommit-
tees designated by such Chairmen or ranking minority party members.

(f) Vacancies. - A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the same manner
as the original appointment, but the individual appointed to fill the vacancy shall
serve only for the unexpired portion of the term for which the individual's predeces-
sor was appointed.

(g) Pay and Travel Expenses. - (1)(A) Each member, other than the Chairman,
shall be paid. at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of
basic pay payable for level IV of the Executive Schedule under section 53] 5 of title 5,
United States Code, for each day (including travel time) during which the rmember is
engaged in the actual performance of duties vesteAd in the Commission.

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in subparagraph (A) at a
rate equal to the daily equivalent of the mrminum annual rate of basic pay payable for
level Ill of the Executive Schedule under section 5314 of title 5. United States Code.

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsis-
tence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States Code.

(h) Director of Staff. - (1) The Commission shall, without regard to section
5311(b) of title 5, United States Code, appoint a Director who has not served on
active duty in the Armed Forces or as a civilian employee of the Department of
Defcnse during the one-year pcriod preceding the date of such appointment.

(2) The Director shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code.

(i) Staff. - (1) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director, with the app,joval of
the Commission, may appoint and fix the pay of addiiional personnel.

(2) The Director may make such appomntents without regard to the nrvisions of
title 5, United State:; Code, governing appointments in the competitive service, and
any persoimel so appoiritcd may he p:id without regard to the provisioins of chapter
51 and subchapter 11! of chapter 53 of that title relating to classification and General
Schedule pay rates, except that all individual so appointed iTiay iot icccivc pay ill
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excess of the annual rate of basic pay payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule.
(3)(A) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or detailed to the

Commission may be on detail from the Department of Defense.
"()6) Not more than one.:fifth oJ the professional analysts of the Commission staff may

be persons detailed from the Department of Defense to /he Commission.
"0i) No person detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission may bc

assigned as the lead professional analyst with respect to a military department or defense
agency.

"(C) A person may not be detailed fromn the Department of Defense to the Commission if,
within 12 months be fire the detail is to begin, that person participated personally and
substantially in an)' matter within the Department of Defense concerning the preparation of
recominmendations for closures or realignments of military installations.

"(D) No mecmber of the Armed Forces, and no officer or employee of the Department of
Defetnse, may -

"(i) prepare any report concerning the ejfectiveness, fitness, or efficiency oI the peijor-
mance on the staff of the Commission of any person detailed from the Department of Defense
to that stafjf

"(ii) review the preparation of such a report; or
"(iii) approve or disapprove such a report."; and
(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal department or agency

may detail any of the personnel of that department or agency to the Commission to
assist the Commission in carrying out its duties under this part.

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall provide assistance, includ-
ing the detailing of employees, to the Commission in accordance with an ag.eement
entered into with the Commission.

"(6) The following restrictions relating to the personnel of the Commission shall apply
during 1992 and 1994:

"(A) There may not be more than 15 persons on the staff at any one time.
"(B) The staff may perJorm only such functions as are necessary to prepare for the

transition to new membership ot: the Commission in the followin~g year.
"(C) No member of the Armed Forces and no employee of the Department of Defense may

serve on the staff".
(j) Other Authority. - (1) The Commission may procure by contract, to the extent

funds a,.e available, the temporary or intermittent services of experts or consultants
Nursuamn to section 3109 of title 5, United States Cndr.

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire personal property to the extent
funds arc available.

(k) Fundiug. - (1) There are authorized to be appropriated to the Commission
such funds as are necessary to carry out its duties under this part. Such funds shall
remain available until expended.

(2) If no funds are appropriated to the Commission by the end of the second
sess.on ,f the 101st Congress, the Secretary of Defense may transfer, for fiscal year
1991, to the Commission funds from the Department of Defense Base Closure Ac-
coun1.t Cstablished by section 207 of Public Law 100-526. Such funds shlall remain
available until expended.

(1) Tcrmiation. - The Cormnnuasion shall terminate on December 31, 1995.
"(InI) Proohibifion Against Restricting Communications. - Section 1034 of title 10,

United States Code, shall apply with respect to communications with the Commission.".

10 USC 72-687 SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BASE
note. CLOSURES AND RL ALIGNMENTS

(a) Force-Structure Plan. - (1) As part of the budget justification documents
suhmiued to Congresb in support of the budget for tlte Department of Defense for
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each of the fiscal years 1092, 1994, and 1996, thi Secrctary shall include a force-
structure plan for the Armed Florces based on an assessment by the Sccretary of the
probable threats to the national security during the six-year period beginning with
the fiscal year lor which the bud;ct rcquest is made and of the anticipated levels of
funding that will be available for national defense purposcs during such period.

(2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or indirectly) to miili-
tarxy installations inside the United States that may be closed or realigned under such
plan -

(A) a description of the assessment rcfcrrcd to in paragraph (1)
(13) a description (i) of the anticipated force structure during and at the end of

such period for each military depaartment (with specifications of the number and
type of units in the active and reserve forces of each such department), and (it)
of the units that will need to be forward based (with a juslification thercol)
during and at the end of each such period; and

(C) a description of the anticipated impicmntation of such force-structure
plan.

(3) The Secrctary shall also transmit a copy of each such forcc-structure plan to the
Comi llnssion.

Federal (b) Selection Criteria. -(1) -lhe Secretary shall, by' no later than I)Dcembcr 31, 1990,
Register, publish in the Federal Rcgistcr and transmit to the congressional defense committees
publication. the criteria proposed to be used by' the Department of IDelense in making recoImmen-

dations for the closure or realignmlent of military installations inside the United States
I.:Ider this part. The Secretary shall provide an opportunity for public comment on

p opose criterial for, a period of at lcast 30 days and shall include notice of that
opportunity in the publication required under the preceding sentence.

Federal (2)(A) The Secretary shall, by no later than February 15, 1991, publish in the Fcderal
Register, Registet and transmit to the congressional defense committees the final criteria to be
publication, used in making recomlmcndations for the closure or realignment of military installa-

tions inside the United States under this part. Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), such criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, making such recommendations
unless disapproved by' a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before March 15,
1991.

(B) The Secrctary may amend such criteria, but such amendments may' nut become
effective until they have been published in the Federal Register, opened to public
con!1111llt for 1t l 3ast 30 day's, and then transmitted to the congerssional defense
committees in final form by' no later than "JanuarY 1.5" of the ),car concerned. Such
amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, along with the force-stl'Umetiore
plan refcrrcd to in subsection (a), in making such recoin mendations unless disap-
pro1'eved by' a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before "Fe~bruarY 15" of the
year colnclrlned.

Federal (c) DoD Recommendations. - (I ) Tlhe Sccretary may, by no later than April 15, 1991,
Register, "March 15, 109.3 atd Mutch 15, !995," publish in the Federal Register .1nd transmit
publication, to the congressional defense committees and to the Commission a list of the military

ilistallations inside the United States that the Scclctary recommends for closure or
realignimnt on the basis of the force-stirutctiore plan and the final criteria refirred to in
subsectiott (b)(2) that are applicable to the ycar coilcrned.

(2) The Secretary shall include, with the list of rccommendations publhshtd and
transmiitted I)rsumlnt to paragraph (1), a summary of the selection process that re-
sulted in the reconincndation for each installation, i tcluding a justihication for each
Iccolnill-lmendat ion.

(3) In conlsidclring military installatiotis foi clostrte or realignmentt, the Sccictary
shall considcr all military' installations inside the Utni ted Stares equally without onHealrd
to whoeihcr thc installation has been previoUtsly' consideredl or )roposed [or closure or
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realignment by the Department.
"(4) Inl additioni to making all i ufor-Ma (iol used by the Secretaryx to prepare11- 111C r(coin -

PInendatiOnIS uMIC n iS this usection available to Congress (including any comrn it Uce o: mnienihe

of ton giess), thec Se~crary shiall also make such? ilnjorination available to theC Comimission
(Old tlic Coiipt roller GeneralI of the Uni ted States. and

"(5) (A) Fachi per-son refer-red to iii SUlbparagraph (13), wheni submitting information to tle
Secretary of Defense or- the Comnmission Concerning theL clos co eigncto ~iar
installation, shiall certify thiat such informnation is accurate and complete to the best of that
pe r-SOII S oledIVC(gC and belie 'f.

"(B) Subparagra phi (A) applies to the following pe rsolls:
" (i ') The Secrectaries of the militaryN depart ments.
"(i0) The hecads oj- thle Dejenise Agencies.
"(iii) Eachl person whIo is illi a posit ion the duties of whiichi include pcr.,oial and substantial

nm'olvemeint inl tie prieparationi and submission of hi jormation and recoinmendations coni-
CernIillug thclosur oSIV OreaC(lignlment of inilitarY inistallotions, ais decsignated in regulations
wichid the Secret ary of Dejenise shiall prescribe, regulations hinchi the Seceta iy of eachi
military de'partment sh~all preCscribe for- persoiinel withlin thlat military depar-tiencit, "I reCgula-
tions whiich the hecad of each Defense Agency shall pi-escribe fbr personnel within that De-
fenise AgenicY.

"(6Ir, the case of amn in for-mat ion provided to the -Comminissioa by a per-son descr-ibed inl
paragraphi (5) (B), tie Coinmnission shall submiit that1 infoIj'iiact ion to the Sena(te an1d the HOIose
of Representtatives to be made available to die Members of the House concerned in accor-
danice wvithi the rules of thiat Houise. Thec information shiall be submitted to the Senate aiid die

I i~i~c , L\(~! )L~lt~ti'(2~ii lll,,U.- Lifiu, SNI MI Hi.i SSo~il ()If 011 H'ift,,,ui O, -IL u
Commuission. Thbe Sec retaryx of Dejicise shiall prescribe regulations to ensure the compliance of
thle Commission w.ithI this paragraph1"

Public (d) Review and Recommendations by the Commission. - (1) After receiving the
information. recommninldations fromn the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c) for arty year, the

Commission shall conduct public hearings o-n the recommenctdations.
ReportLs. (2)(A) The Commission shall, by) no later than July I of each year in which the

Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to subsection (c), transmit to the
President a report containing the Commission's findings and conclusions based on a
review and analysis of' the recommiend (at ions madle by) the Secretary, together with the
Commission's recomm11endations for closures and realignments of military installa-
tions inside die Uinited me.

(B) "-Subject to subparagraphi (C), inl making" its recomnmenidations, the Commission
mnay make changes in any of the rccommenidations made by the Secretary if' the
CommIIISiss-io determines that the( Secretary dleviated substantially fromn the force-st rue-
ture plan and final criteria reflerred to in subsection (c)( 1) in making recommeninda-
tions.

"(C) Ill thle Case of a chiange, described inl suibpar4agraphi (D) im time retcom1mendat ions mai~de
bx' the -Sec reta i-v thet Com~issionl maY ma101e the change 0n11Y if the torn n1i."isson

"(i) makes the determination reluired b)-y subpaia~graphi (B);-
"(ii dote muines that4 the ch1anlge is conisistenit wi dit the brt-ec-sotirctu ie plan and final

criteria referited to inl subsection c)(10);
"ONi) publishecs a notice (Yj timt pioposed change inl hel I'ede al Register not less than 30

da.ys befJore ti-a nism itti nig its recoin iiiedations to the Picsident puirsiant to par-agraiph (2);
arlid

"(iON) conidutas public hicalrinigs onl the( proposed chanlge.
"(D)) Subparagraphl (0) shall apply to aI cha(nge by theC Commission inl the SecreCtay"'s

econ1Iinendatioris thlat wouild -
"0i) add a miilitary installation to thle list of militaryV installations recommended bY thec
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Secreta.ty .for Cosure;-
"(ii) add a militaty installation to tie list of militaty installations rcconteni'nded by the

Secretary folr realignment; or
"(ii) increase thc extent oJ a realignmient of a particular rnilitary installation reconi-

mended by the Sccrctaru.
(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submitted to the Presi-

dent pursuant to paragraph (2) any recommendation madc by the Commission that is
different from the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection
(c). The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report to the congressional defense
committees on the same date on which it transmits its recommendations to the
President under paragraph (2).

(4) After July 1 of each year in which the Commission transmits recommendations
to the President under this subsection, the Commission shall promptly provide, upon
request, to arny Member of Congress information used by the Commission in making
its recommendations.

Reports. (5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall -

(A) assist the Commission, to the extent requested, in the Commission's re-
view and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to
subsection (C); and

(B) by no later than April 15 of each year in which the Secretary makes such
recommendations, transmit to the Congress and to the Commission a report
containing a detailed analysis of the Secretary's recommendations and selection
process.

RCpvi,-. (e) Review by the P..e-lde.t. - (1) The President shall, hy no later than july 15 Of
each year in which the Commission makes recommendations under subsection (d),
transmit to the Commission and to the Congress a report containing the President's
approval v disapproval of the Commission's recommendations.

(2) If the Presideat approves all the recommendations of the Commission, the
President shall transmit a copy of such recommendations to the Congress, together
with a certification of such approval.

(3) If the President disapproves the recommendations of the Commission, in whole
or in part, the President shall transmit to the Commission and the Congress the
reasons for that disapproval. The Commission shall then transmit to the President, by
no later than August 15 of the year concerned, a revised list of recommendations [or
mh closure and realignment of military installations.

(4) If the President approves all of the revised recommendations of the Commis-
sion transmitted to the President under paragraph (3), the President shall transmit a
copy of such revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a certification
of such approval.

(5) If the President does not transmit to the Congress an approval and certification
described in paragraph (2) or (4) by September 1 of any year in which the Commis-
sion has transmitted recommendations to the President under this part, the process
by which military installations may be selected for closure or realignment under this
pa)rt with respect to that year shall be terminated.

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2,904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
note. (a) In General. - Subject to subsection (b), the Secretary shall

(I) close all military installations recommended for closure by the Conmmis-
sioti in each report transmitted to the Congress by the President pursuant to
section 2903(c);

(W) realign all military installat.ions recommended for realignment by such
(Commnission in each such report;

(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later than two years after the
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date on which the President transmits a report to the Congress pursuant to section
2903(c) containing thc recommendations for such closures or realignments; and

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later than the end of the
six-ycar period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the
report pursuant to section 2903(c) containing the recommendations for such
closures or realignments.

(b) Congressional Disapproval. - (1) The Secretary may not carry out any closure
or realignment recommended by the Commission in a report transmitted from the
President pursuant to section 2903(c) if a joint resolution is enacted, in accordance
with the provisions of section 2908, disapproving such recommendations of the Com-
mission before the earlier of -

(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on which the Presi-
dent transmits such report; or

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during which such
report is transmitted.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections (a) and (c) of
section 2908, the days on which either House of Congress is not in session because of
adjournment of more than three days to a day certain shall be excluded in the
computation of a period.

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2905. IMPLEMENTATION
note. (a) In General. - (1) In closing or realigning any military installation under this

part, the Secretary may -
(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign any military

installation, including the acquisition ol such land, the construction ol such
replacement facilities, the performance of such activities, and the conduct of
such advance planning and design as may be required to transfer functions from
a military installation being closed or realigned to another military installation,
and may use for such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the
Department of Defense for use in planning and design, minor construction, or
operation and maintenance;

Community (B) provide -
action programs. (i) economic adjustment assistance to any community located near a mili-

tary installation being closed or realigned, and
(ii) community planning assistance to any community located near a mili-

1 1. r .1Luyins~aiiala[ [L wilicli fuiiciiuiis will be Lians[CiLeu ab a esUILI U toe

closure or realignment of a military installation,
if the Secretary of Defense determines that the financial resources available to

the commnunity (by grant or otherwise) for such purposes are inadequate, and
may use for such purposes funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the
Department of Defense for economic adjustment assistance or community plan-
ning assistance;

Environmental (C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental restoration and
protection. niitigation at an), such installation, and "shall" use for such purposes funds in the

Account or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense. The amendments
made by this sidbscction shall takec efject on the datc (j the cnactmcnt of this Act.

(D) piovide outplaccment assistance to civilian employees employed by the
Department of Defense at military installations being closed or realigned, and
may use for such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the
Department (f LDefense for outplacement assistance to employees; and

(1i) reimburse other Federal agencies for actions performed at the request of'
the Secretary with respect to any such closure or realignment, and may' use for
such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department of
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Defense and availablc for such purpol)C.
wnxi ronmental (2) In carrying out any closurc or rcalignment under this part, the Sccretary shall

prlotcctmio. cnsurc thai enviionmcntal restoration of any propcrtyI made exccss to the nceds of the
DepIartmnclt ofi Dcfcnsc as a result of such closure o- realignment be carried out as
soon as possillic with funds available for such p1upose.

(b) Management and Disposal of Property. - (1) The Administrator of Gmneral
'crvices shall dclcgatc to the Sccrctary of l)efense, with rcspect to excess and surplus
real property and lacilitics located at a military installation closed or realigned under
this part

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess )I-opl)lt under section 202
of the Fedcrall Properly and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 USC 483);

(B) the aut hority of the Administrator to disposC of surplts prop",erty Under
section 203 of that Act (40 UISC 484);

(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant approvals and make dctermi-
nations under section 1 3(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50 USC App.
I (2 2 (g)): and

(D) the authority of the Administrator to dCtermine the availability of excess
or surplus real property for wildlife conscr-vation purposes in accordance with
the Act of May I Q, 10948 (1 () USC 007b).

(2)(A) Subljcct to subparagraph (C), the Secretary of Dcfcnsc shall exercise the
authority delegated to tihe Secretary pulrsuant to paragraph (I ) in accordance with -

(i) all rCgulations in cffcct on the date of the enactment of this Act govern: ag
the utilization of excess property and the disposal of surplus pLoperty under tle
Fcdcal Propcrt, and Adnlimnstratlve Services Act of 1949; and

(i0) all regulations in effect on the (late of the enactment of this Act governing
the conveyance and disposal of property under scction 13(g) of the Surplus
Propcrty Act of 1944 (50 USC App. 1622(g)).

(B) -lhe Secretary, after consulthing with the Administrator of General Scrviccs, may
issue regulations that are necessary to carry OLt the delegation of authority required
by paragraph (1).

(C) T-he authority recjUlircd to h elegated by paragraph (I) to tle Secretary by the
Administrator of (,ceneral Services shall not include the authority to prescribe general
policies and methods for utilizing excess property anld disposing of surplus property.

(1)) TI-he Secretary of Defense may transfer real property or facilities located at a
military installation to he closed o0 realigned (Undcr this part, with or without reim-
hturscmcnt, to a military department or Other entity (including a nonalpropiatcd
fund instIUnmcntality) within tlhe Department of Dccfnsc or tle Coast Cuard.

(1H) Before any action may be taken with resp)cCt to the dlisposal o! an)y surplus cal
plroprty or facility ocatcd at any ntiiitary installation to hI closed or realigneed under
this part, tle Secretary of Dcfcnsc shall consult with thie Governor of the State and the
heads of the local govcrnmentl concerned ffor the purpose of considering any plan for
the use of such prolperty by the local community concerned.

(c) Applicability of National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. - (1) ]he
prOVmionS of the National FInvironneCntill Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 ct scq.)
shall not apply 0o Ile actions of tihe President, the Commission, and, except as
provided in paragraph (2), the Dcepartmcnt of I)ctcrf se ill carying Out t1cis part.

(2)(A) The provisions, of the National Environ mental Policy Act of 1969 shall
apply to actions of the Depart mnt of Defense under this part (i) during tII. process
of properly disposal, and (it) dluring Ohe process of rClocaling funet1iOis from0 , a mili-
ary installation being closed or realigned to another military installation after tile

recciving installation has been selected but before the lunctions arc relocated.
(B) In applying the provisions of the National linviirontncntal Policy Act of 1]909 to

thc procCsscs rlcfrrcd to ill subparagraph (A), the Seccrtary of Defense and the Sccc-
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tary of the military departments concerned shall not havc to consider -
(i) the nced for closing or realigning the military installation which has been

rcconmmendcd for closurc or rcalignment by the Commission;
(ii) the need for transferring functions to any military installation which has

been selected as the receiving installation; or
(iii) Military installations alternative to those recommended or selected.

(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any requirement of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to lhe extent such Act is applicable under
paragraph (2), of any act or failure to act by the Department of Defense during the
closing, realigning, or relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) and (ii) of
paragraph (2)(A), may not be brought more than 60 days after the date of such act or
failure to act.

(d) Waiver. - The Secretary of Defense may close or reelign military installations
under this part without regard to -

(1) an)' provision of law restricting the use of funds for closing or realigning
military installations included in any appropriations or authorization Act; and

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code.

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT
note. (a) In General. - (1) There is hereby established on the books of the Treasury an

account to be known as the "Department of Defense Base Closure Account 1990"
which shall be administered by the Secretary as a single account.

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account -
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the Account;
(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject to approval in an appropriation

Act, 'ransfer to the Account from funds appropriated to the Department of
Defense for any, purpose, except that such funds may be transferred only after
the date on which the Secretary transmits written notice of, and justification for,
such transfer to the congressional defense committees; and

(C) piocceds received from the transfer or disposal of any property at a
military installation closed or realigned under this part.

(M) Use of Funds. - (1) The Secretary may use the funds in the Account only for
the purposes described in section 2905(a).

(2) When a decision is made to use funds in the Account to carry out a construc-
tion project Under section 2905(a) and tihe cost of the project will exceed the maxi-
mum amount authorizcd by law for a minor military construction project, the Secre-
tary) shall notify in writing the congressional defense committees of the nature of, and
justification for, the project and the amount of expenditures for such prl ject. Any
such construction projcct may be carried out without regard to section 2802(a) of
title 10, United States Code.

(c) Reports. - (1) No later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal year in which
the Secretary carries out activities under this part, the Secretary shall transmit a report
to the congressional defense cornmittes of the amount and nature of the deposits
into, and the expenditures from, the Account during such fiscal year and of the
amount and nature of other expenditures made pursuant to section 2905(a) during
such fiscal year.

"(d) Account Exclusive Source of Funds for Environmental Restoration Projects. -
Except forr funds dcpositcd into thc Account utdet subscction (a), .jiwids appropriatcd to 1he
Departnient of Defensc niay not bc uscd. fo? pUrposc. dcscribcd in section 2905(a)(1)(C). The"
prohibition ti hMis subsct1ion shall expire LII)ON IIhc terminalion of the of the Secrc-
taly to carry out a closurc or realignIent undcr this part.".

(2) Unobligated ftunds which remain in the Account aflter the termination of tihe
Colmission shall be held in the Account until transferred by law after the congres-

A-9



Appendix A

sional defense committees receive the report transmitted under paragraph (3).
(3) No later than 00 days after tile tcrmlination of the Commission, tile Secretary

shall transmit to the congressional defense committees a report containing an ac-
counting of _

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended from the Account or otherwisc
cxpended under this part; and

(B) any amount remaining in the Account.

10 USC 2087 SEC. 2907. REPORTS
note. As part of the budget request for fiscal year 1993 and for each fiscal year thereafter

for the Department of Defense, the Secretary shall transmit to the congressional
defense committees of Congress -

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be carried out under
this part in the fiscal year for which the request is made and an estimate of the
total expenditures required and cost savings to be achieved by each such closurc
and realignment and of the time period in which these savings are to be achieved
in each case, together with the Secretary's assessment of the environmental ef-
fects of such actions; and

(2) a description of the military installations, including those under construc-
tion and those planned for construction, to which functions are to be transferred
as a result of such closures and realignments, together with the Secretary's as-
sessment of the environmental effects of such transfers.

"Report on Environmental Restoration Costs.for Installations to he Closed Under 1990
Base Closure Law. - (1) Each year, at thle samc timc the President stubniits to Congress tlme
b)udgtc for a fiscal ycar 4ot•tsuont to section 1105 of litle 31, Vntiltd Statcs Code), the
scCretary of Dcfcnsc shalt submit to Congress a rcport on thcefoiding nccdcdjor the fiscal
ycar.1 f which the0 budget is submittcd, and for each of the folloving b[I I fiscal Ycars, for
env ro nicnial restoration activities at cohin militaoy installation described in paragraph
(2), sct forth separately by.fiscal yca fjo erch nilitary installation.

(2) The rcport required uLnder paragraph (I) shall covcr cach nmilitaiy installation
which is to bc closed purstant to the D4Lfcnse Base Ciosuic and Realignment Act o-
1990 (part A o!f title XXIX of Public Law 101-510).

i0 USC 2687 SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COMMISSION REPORT
note. (a) Terms of the Resolution. - For p)urposes of section 2904(h), the term ".joint

resolution" me.ins only a ioiit resolul-tion which is it o]_ee withinh tlle 10-dtay
period beginning on the (late on which the President transmits tile report to the
Congress under section 2903(e), and -

(1) which does not have a preamb-le;
(2) the matter alter the resolving clause of which is as follows: "That Congress

disapproves the recommendations of the Defense Base Closu'e and Realignment
Commission as submnitted by the President oil __ ", the blank space being ffiled
in with the appropriate datc; and

(3) the title of which is as lollows: "joint resolution disapproving the recom-
mendations of the Dcfense Base Closure and Realignment Commission.".

(b) Referral. - A resolution described ill subsection (a) that is introduced in the
I louse of Representatives shall be referred to the Committee on Armed Serviccs of tile
I louse of Representatives. A resolution described in subsection (a) introduced in the
Senate shall be referred to the Committee ott Armed Serviccs of the Senate.

(c) Discharge. - Il the committee to which a resolution described in subsection (a)
is referred has not reported such a resolution (or an identical resolution ) by the end
of the 20-day period beginning on the date on which thc President transmits the
report to the Congress under section 2903(e), such committee shall he, at the end of
such period, discharged from further consideration of such resolution, and such
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rcsolution shall hc placed on the appropriate calendar of the l-tousc involved.
(d) Consideration. - (1) On or after the third day after the (late on which the

committee to which such a resolution is referred hs rcporled, or has been discharged
(under subsection (c)) from further consideration of, such a rcsolution, it is ill order
(cven though a pre'vious motion to the same cffcci has been disagreed to) for any)
Member of the respective Ilousc to mnov to procecd to the consideration of

"t0c re1soltion. A VIctn'br may makeC tII' molioto only on the day aftcr the calentidar day
onl which the MCtIIwu aCttloUtleCs to thC hlltIsc COI1It'ule'ti til Mt'nthers inicntiort to make the
nlotioul, cXCC'1?t tihit, ill tilt' CCst' of thC lhloseC of1 Rcptc setatIives, thlt motion iav 1k' 7 alldc
witholut sttci prior cnnotmaeetllctnt if thc motioll is maic Ia dirc.Cion oJ tilt' cmmititcc to
wIl icl tOw resoltition was r ti .

The motion is highly privileged in thie House of Representatives and is privilegcd
ill the Senate and is not debatable. The motion is not subject to amendment, or to a
motion to postp)one, or to a motion to proceed to the consideration of other business.
A motion to reconsider the vote by which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to
shall not bc in order. If a motion to proceed to the consideration of the resoituion is
agreed to, the respective Ilouse shall immediately proceed to consideration of the
joint resolution without intervening motion, order, or other business, and the resolu-
tion shall remain the unfinished business of the respective Hlouse until disposed of.

(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable motions and appeals in connec-
tion therewith, shall be limited to not morc than 2 hours, whichi shall be divided
equally betwcen those favoring and those opposing the resolution. An amendment to
tile resolution is not in order. A motion further to limit debate is ill order and not
debatablc. A motion to poi-stpo,,ne, oA it •ti.tot in Wo f Cetl itco 6ie c't oidet atio l of oithcr

business, or a motion to recommit the resoltttion- is not in order. A motion to reconl-
sider the vote by which the resolution is agreed to or disagreed to is not ill order.

(3) Imnmediately following the conclusion of the debate oil a resolution described
ill subsection (a) and a single quorum call at the conclusion of the debate if requested
in accordance with the rules of the appropriate I louse, the vote onl final passage of the
resolutionl shall occur.

(4) Appeals from the decisions of thic Chair relating to the application of the rules
of the Senate or the Hlousc of Re,,cresentatives, as tile case may be, to the proccdiure
relating to a resolution (descrilbcd in subsection (a) shall bc decided without debate.

(e) Consideration by Other House. - (1) if, before the passage by one I louse of a
rc'nlti )In of th flat lousc cd'scribed m subsection (a), tl,•at House reccivcd 1 10111 !the
other House a resolution described in subsection (a), then tile following pruccitUres
shall apply:

(A) Tlhe rcsolttioni of the other I louse shall n1ot be refc'rrcd to a Coml1mitlet
and may not be considered iii the I louse receiving it except in the case of final
passage as provided in subparagraph ('B)(ii).

(13) With rcspcct to a rcsolution describcd in subscction (a) of the Illouse
receivinlg the resolution-

(i) the procedurc in that Iltouse shall be the samie as if no resolution had
been received from1 the other I louse; hut

(,i) the vote on final passage shall bc oil tile resolution of tile other I othIst.
(2) Up)on disposition of the resolution received from the other I0louse, it shall no

longer be ill order to consider the resohluion that originatcd in the receiving I lot-se.
(') Rules of the Senale and House. - This section is cenactcd by Colngress --

(1) as an exercise of tile rulcmaking power of the Senate and I louse of leprcscnta-
lives, respectively, and as such it is dcetllcd a part of the rules of each I louse,
respectively, bttt app)licablc only with respcct to tile procedutre to be followcd in that
I louse in the case of a rcsolution described in subsection-i (aL), antI it sutpcrsdcs otllcr
rules only to the cxtctIt that it its incoilsistcm with such- rules; and
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(2) withi fill[ r ccogri iihon of I lie cotiS1 itLttlonll rI ght Of (10ther I louse to changef the
ltudc ('so far as, reclatinig to) the procedlure of that luse) ;I- anly timei, inl the samec
lIIxrtierc, anid 1o the sante', extent a in. l the CaaeC Of aily OIlierI rule of thlat I Ilouse.

10 USC 2087 SEC. 2909. RESTRICTION ON OTlHER BASE CLOSLJRE AUTHORITY
nlote. (a) in General. - i'LC) :xcep as provided il slisc S~),ion (C), drigthe perIiod begIi utlilug

o)n the (late oif il( enct Ient1I o1 thiis Act andl endin rg onl I)ccemher 31, 1 995, this pilrt
shall be the cxcIiV usi .11a1t10 oit y fur- se ~lectin for_ closure- Or reaip1Cl r t, me - 10t orfrcarr-ying
otl anly closure Or realignment of, at militalry inistallationl itiside. the United States.

(b) Restriction. - E xcept ats pt a)vidcl inl subsecti lot (c), nlone Of thle hinids availahle
to the D e partmienit oif I )CIS fe M bs iyle Used , Othlieu thl a unlder thiis hMart durin-g 0he
period specifiedl ill 'subsecrcori (ai)-

(1) to iden~tify, throu01gh MArY t ran~snliittal to the (.OiigreCss Or through aty )ither
puLIfIC arioLunCernentI or1 no0tificar ioti, any miilitary inst allat ion itiside the( United
States as anl rtlist all lilt ioln to be closed or- real igried or- aS an i ustAl a ion unide r
C0atisIiclertionl for. closure or' reaiglniniltent ;Or

(2) to(ar) CM1yout any closure Or realignei~lt Of al tiiif itary installatiOnl i iside thle
Utliitect St ztteS.

(c) Exception. - N nih ' g inl this part allcoes t lie aut hunt y of01 thle Secretary to carry_)
OL~tt

(1) c1Alosurs arid real igtilierlitS WICIer title 1l cif P~UNiIC Law 1 00-5206; andc
(2) closures and reahignrnetis to wh ichi sect ion 20837 of rtricl 10, U n itedl States

Code, is niot apphcabi~le, Hitie~l tlitg CliOscteCs aridlC rea',l Igrlimrirs carrliedl out for-
rc~iSOns Of naitl icial security oir ait military etiicrgenicy reflerred tc ill SUbseCt ion (C)
of such(I SCCttcmi.

10 USC_ 2087 SEC. 2910. DEFINITIONS
note. As used tri this part:

( I) ifie te rm "Accoutit means the I ,ýpruetin of Dc lense Base Closure Ac-
countI 1 990 cstablinshc'd by Sect ion 2906(a)( I ).

(2) Thec term "eiigesinldefense conmilttees" riieans the Comm11-ittees onl
Artiid Services and thle Comiriittees On Approprian imis of tie: Senate and (if the
I lciuse of Reprceserntat ives.

(3) ilie termi "Comimtission ' nieans the Comniission established by) Sectioni 2902.
(4) il li- term "military inrstal lationl" meanlls a balse, earn ip, pvs, statiori, yard,

fi'iten lnenort lin lrv ior an)'\ shinjl 1ot orlher aric~it iv inn fcr the jrisdiur ion Al

the l)ejlattiiennt Af I )eferise, irieltdItng any leaIsed facility.
"MOIc term aoeS ?lot itit lode at] bc Yaility - USed pritnaril-y.for 61ivif works, rivetcs (oltd

hiathm., jJU)c is, flood emiott o, on oilier po0;eCts. nlot Wnder t(he primaruty jnu1 sdit ttott or
(inn t rnl of tlilt 1)clia umen i of Lc~cllrse."

7 htc amncldruclitt made. by pat ra~gaph (41) shta 1 take Iied as of Novc'eniw 5, 1 990,
an1d shall apply as if it liedl benictiddcc inl semtio 2910(4) of thec D( ferisc lBose
Closntr amid Rcalpignrie A( t(of 1990 (in ittat daute.

(5) Thle term "reahligritlinnt " i nelucles any actionxll WiCh both1 i-edIU ItIes arn rlo -
Cates utict iorrs a tcl civil ianl per:son~~ mlpositui~ls lbut IdeCs rio[ ir eludc a reC(lonion01
ill luorc rc sulti rig frtorim workloald ad~jast iien~tS, redCuced pesone or- flu di rIg
levels, or Skill r 1imballances.

(b) 'I rc' ret rlim "Seeretitry" liteatl"is lie Secretitry of I Jefris.w
(7) Theli term "Uriited Stat es" cniers the 50 States, the lDist net of Colutiibia,

lie Connmor101Weantlu Of P1ie tto Rico, Guarii , te Vrrg)iti Islands, Amiericati Sarmoia,
aitld ;1tiy Other cunlitniotiwealtIi, territory, O~r possession of t lie Ullited States.

SL:C. 2911. CLARIFYING AMLNI)MLNT
Sect iort 208 7(r)(1I) Of title 10, Urnieud Siates, Code, is amiended -
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(1) by inserting "homeport facility for any ship," after "center,"; and
(2) by striking out "under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a military de-

partment" and inserting in lieu thereof "under the jurisdiction of the Department
of Defense, including any leased facility,,".

PART B-Other Provisions Relating to Defense Base Closures and Realignments

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
note. (a) Sense of Congress. - It is the sense of the Congress that -

(1) the termination of military operations by the United States at military
iastallations outside the United States should be accomplished at the discretion
of the Secretary of Defense at the earliest opportunity;

(2) in providing for such termination, the Secretary of Defense should take
steps to ensure that the United States receives, through direct payment or other-
wise, consideration equal to the fair market value of the improvcments made by
the United States at facflities that will be released to host countries;

(3) the Secretary of Defense, acting through the military component con-
mands or the sub-unified commands to the combatant commands, should be the
lead official in negotiations relating to determining and receiving such consider-
ation; and

(4) the determination of the fair market value of such improvenments released
to host countries in whole or in part by the United States should be handled on
a facility-by-facility basis.

(b) Residual Value. - (1) For each installation outside the United States at which
military operations were being carried out by the United States oil October 1, 1.990,
the Secretary of Defense shall transmit, by no later than June 1, 1991, an estimate of
the fair market value, as of January 1, 1991, of the improvements made by the United
States at facilities at each such installation.

(2) For purposes of this sc•tion:
(A) The term "fair market value of the improvements" means the value of

improvements determined by the Secretary on the basis of their highest use
(B) The term "improvements" includes new construction of facilities and

all additiops, improvements, modifications, or renovations made c) existing
facilities or to real property, without regard to whether they were carri.ed out
with appropriated or nonappropriated funds.

(c) Establishinent of Special Account. - (1) 1here is establishcd on the books of
the Treasury a special account to be known as the "Department of Defense Overseas
Military Facility Investment Recovery Account". Any amounts paid to the United
States, pursuant to any treaty, status of forces agreement, or other international agree-
mcnt to which the United States is a party, for the residual value of real property or
improvements to real property used by civilian or military personnel of the Depart-
menrit of Defense shall be deposited into such account.

(2) Money deposited in the Department of Defense Overseas Military Facility In-
vestment Recovery Account shall be available to the Secretary of Dlefresc for p.tx 'ent,
as provided in appropriation Acts, of costs incurred by the Department of Dctcnsc in
connection with facility maintenance and repair and environmental restoration at
military installations in the United States. Funds in the Account shall remain available
until expended.

SEC. 2922. MODIFICATION OF THE CONTENT OF BIANNUAL REPORT OF
THE COMMISSION ON ALTERNATIVE UTILIZATION OF MILI-
TARY FACILITIES

(a) Uses of Facilities. - Section 2819(b) of the National Defense Authorization
Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 100-456; 102 Stat. 2119; 10 USC 2391 note) is
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amended --
(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "minimum security facilities for nonvio-

lent prisoners" and inserting in lieu thereof "Federal confinement or correctional
faciliti,-s including shock incarceration facilities"

(2' by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph (3);
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and
(+) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following new paragraph (4):
"4.) identify those facilities, or parts of facilities, that could be effectively

utilzed or renovated to meet the needs of States and local jurisdictions for
confinement or correctional facilities; and".

10 USC 23)1 (b) Effective Date. - The amendments made by subsection (a) shall take effect
note. with respect to the first report required to be submitted under section 2819 the

National Defense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30, 1990.

SEC. 2923. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT MILITARY
INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED FOR CLOSURE INSIDE THE UNITED
STATES

(a) Authorization of Appropriations. - "Ihere is hereby authorized to be apl;ro--
priated to the Department of Defense Base Closure Account for fiscal year 1991, in
addition to any other funds authorized to be appropriated to that account for that
fiscal year, the sum of $100,000,000. Amounts appropriated to that. account pursuant
to the preceding sentence shall be available only for activities for the purpose of
environmental restoration at military installations closed or realigned under title II of
Public Law 100-526. as authorized under section 204(a)(3) of that title.

10 USC 2087 (b) Exclusive Source of Funding. - (1) Section 207 of Public Law 100-526 is amended
note. by adding at the end the following:

"(b) Base Closure Account to be Exclusive Source of Funds for Environmental
Restoration Projects. - No funds appropriated to the Department of Defense may be
used for purposes described in section 204(a)(3) except funds that have been autho-
rized for and appropriated to the Account. The prohibition in the preceding sentence
expires upon the termination of the authority of the Scc: to carry out a closure
or realignment under this title.".

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) does not apply with respect to the
availability of funds appropriated before the date of the enactm-tent of this Act.

10 USC 2687 (c) Task Force Report. - (1) No later than 12 months after the date of the enactment
note. of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report containing the

findings and recommendations of the task force established under paragraph (2)
concerning --

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing laws, regula-
tions, and administrative policies, of enviromrental response actions at military
installations (or portions of installations) that are being closed, or are scheduled
to be closed, pursuant to title II of the Defense Authorization Amendments and
Base Closure and Realignmcnt Act (Public Law 100-526); and

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing laws and )egulations,
the practices, policies, and administrative procedures of relevant Federal ap.d
State agencies with rcspcct to such environmental response actions so as to
enable those actions to be carried out more expeditiously.

(2) There is hereby established an environmental response task force to makc the
findings and recommendations, and to prepare the report, required by paragraph (1).
The task force shall consist of the following (or their designees):

(A) The Secretary of Defcnsc, who shall be chairman of the task force.
(B) TIhe Attorney General.
(C) T-he Administrator of the General Services Administration.
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(D) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.
(E) The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army.
(F) A representative of a State environmental protection agency, appointed by

the head of the National Governors Association.
(G) A representative of a State Attorney general's office, appointed by the

head of the National Association of Attorney Generals.
(H-) A representative of a public-interest environmental organization, appointed

by the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

10 UJSC 2687 SEC. 2924. COMMUNITY PREFERENCE CONSIDERATION IN
note. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS

In any process of selecting any military installation inside the United States for
closure or realignment, the Secretary of Defense shall take such steps as are necessary
to assure that special consideration and emphasis is given to any official statement
from a unit of general local government adjacent to or within a military installation
requesting the closure or realignment of such installation.

SEC. 2925. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
(a) Norton Air Force Base. - (1) Consistent with the recommendations of the

Commission on Base Realignment and Closure, the Secretary of the Air Force may not
relocate, until after September 30, 1995, any of the functions that were being carried
out at the ballistics missile office at Norton Air Force Base, California, on the (late on
which the Secretary of Defense transmitted a report to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and House of Representatives as described in section 202(a)(1)
Of Pulhic iLaw 100-526.

(2) This subsection shall take effect as of the date on which the report referred to
in subsection (a) was transmitted to such Committees.

(b) General Directive. - Consistent with the requirements of section 201 of Public
Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defense shall direct each of the Secretaries of the
military departments to take all actions necessary to carry out the recommendations
of the Commission on Base Realhgnmerit and Closure and to take no action that is
inconsistent with such recommendations.

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2926. CONTRACTS FOR CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL
note. RESTORATION ACTIVITIES

(a) Establishment of Model Program. - Not later than 90 days alter the date of
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall establish a model program to
improve the efficiency and cffectiveness of the base ciosure environmental restoration
program.

(b) Administrator of Program. - The Secretary shall designate the Deputy Assis-
tant Secretary of Defense for Environment as the Administrator of the model program
referred to ill subsection (a). The

Reports. Deputy Assistant Secretary shall report to thc Secretary of Defense through the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition.

(c) Applicability. - 1 his section shall apply to environmental restoration activities
at instaliations selected by' the Secretary pursuant to the provisions of subsection
(d)(0).

(d) Program Requirements. - In carrying out the model program, the Secretaiy of
Defense shall:

(1) Designate for the model program two installations under his jurisdiction
that have been designated for closure pursuant to the Defense Authorization
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignmncnt Act (Public Law 100-526) and
for which preliminary assessn ients, site inspections, and Environmental Impact
Statements required I y law or regulation have bccn completed. The Secretary
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shall designate only those installations which have satisfied the requirements of
section 204 of the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and
Realigmnent Act (Public Law i00-526).

(2.) Compile a prequalification list of prospective contractors for solicitation
and negotiation in accornance with the procedures set forth in tille IX of the
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act (Public Law 92-582, 40 USC
541 et seq., as amended). Such contractors shall satisfy all applicable statutory
and regulatory requirements. In addition, the contractoi selected for one of the
two installations under this program shall indemnify the ý ederal Government
against all liabilities, claims, penalties, costs, and damages caused by (A) the
contractor's breach of any term or provision of the contract; and (B) any negli-
gent or willful act or omission of the contractcr, its employees, or its subcontrac-
tort, in the performance of the contract.

(3) Within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Ac., solicit proposals
from qualified contractors for response action (as defined under section 101 of
the Compiehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (12 USC 9601)) at the installations design•ted under paragraph (1). Such
solicitations and proposals shall include the following:

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such proposals shall include
provisions for receiving the necessary authorizations or approvals of the
rcsponse action by appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies.

(B) To the maximum extemn possible, provisions offered by single prime
contractors to perform all phases of the response action, using performance
specilications supplied by, the Secretary of Defense and inciuding any safe-
guards the Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict of interest.

(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evaluation criteria.
(5) Subject to the availability of authorized and appropriated funds to the

Department of Defense, make contract awards for response action within 120
days after the solicitation of proposals pursuant to paragraph (3) for the response
action, or within 120 days after receipt of the necessary authorizations or ap-
provals of the response action by appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies,
whichever is later.

(e) Application of Section 120 of CERCLA. - Activities of the model program
shall be carried out subject to, and in a manner consistent with, section 120 (relating
tu 'ederlal faci.lities,) of the Coutmnprcehlnsive E-nvirorlnmental R•sponse, Com.,pcensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC 9620).

(f) Expedited Agreements. - The Secretary shall, with the concurrence of the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, assure compliance with all
applicable Federal statutes and regulations and, in addition, take all reasonable and
appropriate measures to expedite all necessary administrative decicions, agreements,
and concurrences.

(g) Report.. - The Secretary of Defense shall include a description of the progress
made during the preceding fiscal year in implementing and accomplishing the goals
ol this section within the annual report to Congress required by section 2706 of title
10, United States Code.

(i) Applicability of Exisiing Law. - I'Nothing in this section affects or modifies, in
any way, the obligations or liability of any person under other Federal or State law,
including common law, with respect to the disposal or release of hazardous sub-
stances or pollutants or contaminants as defined under section 101 of the Compre-
hensive Envirounmental Responsc, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC
9601).
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FORCE PLAN

This appendix is taken verbatim from Depart- strife caused by frustrated ethnic and national-
ment o] Defense Base Closure and Realignment istic aspirations will increase the pressure: on
Report, March 1993. the United States to contribute military forces

to international peacekeeping/enforcement and
Background humanitarian relief efforts.

Public Law 10i-510 requires the Secretary of The United States faces three types of conflict
Defense to submit to the Congress and to the in the coming years: deliberate attacks on
Commission a force structure plan for fiscal years U.S. allies or vital interests; the escalation of
1994 through 1909. The Secretary submitted regional conflicts that eventually threaten
the plan to Congress arid to the Commission on U.S. allies or vital interests; and conflicts that
March 12, 1993. do not directly threaten vital interests, but whose

costs in lives of innocents demand an interna-
The force structure plan which follows incor- tional response in which the United States will
porates an assessment by the Secretary of play a leading role.
the probable threats to the national security
during the fiscal year 1994 through 1999 Across the Atlantic
period, and takes into account the anticipated

- evels of funding for this period. -Ihe plan The Balkans and parts of the formecr Soviet U-nion
comprises three sections: will be a source of major crises in the coming

years, as political-ethnic-religious antagonism
* TIhe military threat assessment, weaken fragile post-Cold War institutions. These
* The need for overseas basing, and countries may resort to arms to protect narrow
* The force structure, including the political-ethnic interests or maximize their power

implementation plan. vis-a-vis their rivals. The presence of vast stores
"I-lie force structure plan is classified SECRET, of conventional weapons and ammunition greatly
What follows is the UNCLASSIFIED version increases the potential for these local conflicts
of the plan. to spread. Meanwhile, European NATO allies

will continue to grapple with shaping an evolv-
c - 1r. •AX:1*-... -1-' .. inv regional security framework rapable of

-U i.VLlt y . -crisis management and conflict prevention,
Assessment as well as responding to out-ol-arca conting-

The vital interests of the United States will be encies. These countries will develop closer

threatened by regional crises between historic relations with the cct t al Last Europcan

antagonists, such as North and South Kotca. countries of Poland, the Czech and Slovak
India and Pakistan, and the Middle lFast/Persian Republics, and Hungary, but they will be rcluc-
Gull states. Also, the collapse of political order tant to admit the republics of the former Soviet

as a result of ethnic cnmities in areas such as Union into a formal collective defense arrange-
Somalia aid the former Yugoslavia will prompt mont. Attempts by these fornmer Soviet rcpub-
international efforts to contain violence, halt the lies to transformn into democratic states with

loss of life and the destruction of property, and market economies and stabic national bound-
re-cstablish civil society. TI hc future world Iiill- aries may prove too difficult or too costly and

tar>' situation will be characterized b), regional could rcsult in a reasscrtion of authoritarianism,
actors with modern destructive weaponry, economic collapse, and civil war. Unsettled civil
including chemical and biological weapons, military rclations, unstable relations between
modern ballistic missiles, and, in somer: cases, Russia and Ukraine, and retention of significant

nuclear weapons. Te acceleration of' regional numbers of nuclear weapons even abete the

11- 1



Appendix B

implementation of START 1I, the continuation of a declining U.S. military presence. The lesser
of other strategic programs, and relatively in- nations of Asia will become increasingly
discriminate arms sales will remain troubling concerned about security in areas characterized
aspects of the Commonwealhh of Independent by national rivalries.
States. Our most active regional security concern in
In the Middle East, competition for political Asia remains the military threat posed by North
influence and natural resources (i.e., water and Korea to our treaty ally, the Republic of Korea.
oil), along with weak economies, Islamic fun- Our concerns are intensified by North Korea's
damentalism, and demographic pressures will efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction
contribute to deteriorating living standards and and delivery systems.
encourage social unrest. The requirement for China's military modernization efforts of the last
the United States to maintain a major role two decades will produce a smaller but more
in Persian Gulf security arrangements will not capable military with modern combat aircraft,
diminish for the foreseeable future. including the Su-27/FLANKER. China will also

The major threat of military aggression or sub- have aerial refueling and airborne warning and
version in the Persian Gulf region may well control aircraft before the end of the decade.
emanate from Iran. Iran will find its principal The Chinese Navy will have significantly
leverage in subversion and propaganda, and in improved air defense missile capabilities, antiship
threats and military posturing below the threshold missiles, long-range cruise missiles (120 km
that would precipitate U.S. intervention, range), and a new submarine-launched cruise
Iraq will continue to be a rna~jor concern for missile. By the end of the decade China also
the reaion ind the world, Be the turn of the will have improved its strategic nuclear forces.

century, haq could pose a renewed regional threat Japan's major security concerns will focus
depending on what sanctions remain in place primarily on the potential emergence of a
and what success lraq has in circumventing them. reunified Korea armed with nuclear weapons,
Iraq continues to constitute a residual threat on the expanding Chinese naval threat, and on
to some Gulf states, particularly Kuwait. Its mili- the possibility of a nationalistic Russia.
tary capabilities to threaten other Gulf Arab In South Asia, the principal threat to U.S.
states will grow. Thcse states will nevertheless security will remain the potential of renewed
continue to depend largely on the U.S. deter- conflict between India and Pakistan, While the
rent to forestall a renewed Iraqi drive for conventional capabilities of both countries prob-
regional dominance, ably will be eroded by severe budget pressures,

A pnl,,ngcd staiemnate in the Middle East peace internal security obligations, and the loss of
process may lead to further violence and threats Superpower benefactors, India and Pakistan
to U.S. allies and interests, perhaps accelerating will still have nuclear-capable ballistic missiles.
the popularity of anti-Western and Islamic radical
movements. The Rest of the World
Across the Pacific 1 his broad characterization covers regions not

addressed above and is not intended to either
The security cnvironmcnt in most of Asia risks diminish or dcnigratc the importance of U.S.
becoming unstable as nations reorient their interests, friends, and allies in areas beyond
defense policies to adapt to the end of the Europe and the Pacific.
Cold War, the collapse of the Soviet empire, In Latin Amcrica, democratic foundations
the breakupq of the !ormer Soviet Unlion, an~dthe lessons of the Persian Gulf War. noi, ical remain unstable and the democratization pro-

ccss will iemain vulnerable to a wide variety
and economic -pressures upon Communist or of infiucnccs and factors that could easily derail
authoritarian rcgimcs may lead to greater insla- it. Virtually every country in the region will be
bility and violence. Virtually every nation will vietinizcd by drug-associated 'iolence awl crime.
base its stratcgic calculations on thie priscba
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Over the next few years, the capabilities of stability, and protecting U.S. interests abroad.
alniost all of the militaries in the region will Forward-presence activities such as forward
remain static or decline despite planned or basing, rotational and periodic deployments,
ongoing measures to upgrade or modernize exercises and port visits, military-to-military
existing inventories or restructure. A single excep- contacts, security assistance, combatting ten or-
tion may be Chile, which may see some force ism, combatting narcotrafficking, and protect-
structure improvements through the mid-1990s. ing American citizens in crisis areas will remain

In Africa, chronic instability, insurgency, and central to our stability and U.S. influence will
civil war will continue throughout the conti- be promoted through emerging forward-
nent. Two major kinds of security issues will presence operations. These include roles for the
dominate U.S. relations with the region: non- military in the war on drugs and in providing
combatant evacuation and conflict resolution. humanitarian assistance.
Operations most likely to draw the U.S. mili- Over the past 45 years, the day-to-.day presence
tary into the continent include disaster relief, of U.S. forces in regions vital to U.S. national
humanitarian assistance, international peace- interest has been key to averting crises and
keeping, and logistic support for allied military preventing war. Our forces throughout the
operations. Further, conflict resolution efforts world show our commitment, lend credibility
will test the growing reputation of the United to our alliances, enhance regional stability, ard
States for negotiation and mediation. provide crisis-response capability while promoting

U.S. influence anid access. Although the num-
Direct threats to U.S. allies or vital interests heS of U.S fo ces Ationed oee will
that would require a significant military response bers of U.S. forces stationed overseas will
in the near future are those posed by North be reduced, to e credibility of our capability
Korea, Iran, and Iraq. More numerous, how and intent to respond to crisis will continue to

ever, are those regional conflicts that would depend on judicious forward presence. Forward
quickly escalate to threaten vital U.S. interests presence is also vital to the maintenance of the
in Southeastern Europe, Asia, the Middle East, system of collective defense by which the United
Africa, and Latin America. These conflicts would States works with its friends and allies to pro-
not require military responses on the order of tect our security interests, while reducing thie
noSET reu Re , ilita resp wonses poburdens of defense spending and unnecessaryDESERT STORM, but they would pose unique am onciin
demands on the ability of U.S. Armed lorces to

maintain stability arid provide the environnment Atlantic Forces
for political solutions. [inally, there will be
a large number of contingencies in which the U.S. interests in the Atlantic Regions, including
sheer magnitude of humaii suifering and moral -urope, the Mediterranean, the Middle East,
otitiage demands a U.S. response, probably in Africa and Southwvest Asia, require continuing
concert with the United Nations. T-lhe current commit Ment. There will be forces, forward
number of international crises is unlikely to stationed and rotational, with the capability for
diminish before the end of this decade, as rapid reinforcement from within the Atlanuc
many regions of the world continue to sulffr region and From the United States and the means
the ravages of failed economic programs and to support deployment of larger forces when
nationalistic violence, necded.

The end of the Cold War has significantly
Section II: Justification for reduced the recluirement to station U.S. forces
Overseas Basing in Europe. Yet, the security of the United States

remains linked to that of Europe, miid our
As wc icdtItcc forward-presence forces globally, continued support of the Atlantic Alliance is
we nevcrtheless will conitinuc to emphasize crucial. Our stake in long-term LEuropean secu-
the fundamental roles of forward-presencc rity and stability, as well as enduring economic,
forces essential to det,:rring aggression, fostcr- cultural, and geopolitical iiitcresis retutirr a con-
ing alliance relationships, bolstering regional tinucd commitment of U.S. military sirength.
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Appendix B1

Our forward prescncc forces in l:urop2 must be including one CVBG, ARG, and Marine Expedi-
sized, designed, and postured to pceservc :vi tiona;-y Force forward-based in this region.
active and influential role in the Atlantic Allh- The improving military capability of South
ancc and in the future sCcuritV framework CM Korea has enabled our Armny forces to be trimmedni"
the continent. The remaining force of I Army to les than a division. One Air Force FWE
Corps with 2 divisions and 3(4-) Air Force Fighter in South Korea and 1(+) FWE in Japan are
Wing Equivalents (FWE) is a direct response to be !orward-based in this region. In addition,
to the uncertainty and instability that remains presence it. both Alaska and 1Lawaii will be
in this region. In addition, maritime forces maintained.
committed to Europe will be one Carrier Battle
Group (CVBG) and one Amphibious Ready, Group Elsewhere in t.h World
(ARG/MEU(SOC)). These forwaid-deployed forces In the less-predictable yet increasingly imper
provide an explicit commitment to the security t other regionafte goe, the UnitdSae

and tabii~y f Luopeand re-psitined rant other regions o-. f the globe, the United Stites
and stability of viurope, and pre-posirtoned seeks to preserve its access to foreign markets
equipbment profidces an inlfrastructure for and resources, mediate the traumas of economic
COE US-base d forces should the need arise in and social strife, deter regional aggressors, and
Europe or elsewhere, promote the regional stability neccssary for

The U.S. response to the Iraqi invasion of progress and prosperity. From Latin America to
Kuwait was built on the foundation of pre- sub-Saharan Africa to the far-flung islands of
vious U.S. presence in the region. Air, ground, the world's oceans, American military men and
and maritimc deployments, coupled with women contribute daily to the unsung tasks of
pre-position, combined exercises, security nation-building, security assistance, and quiet
assistance, and infrastructure, as well as Euro- diplomacy that protect and extend our political
pcan and regional enroute strategic airlift goodwill and access to foreign markets. Such
infrastructure, enhanced the crisis-response access becomes increasingly critical in an era
force buildup. Future presence in Southwest of reduced forward presenice, when forces
Asia will he defined by ongoing bilateral nego-- deploying from the United States are more
tiations with the governments of the Gulf than ever dependent on enroute and host-
Cooperative Council. Our commitment will be nation support to ensure timely response to
rcinforced by1 pc-positioned equipment, access distant crises. In the future, maintaining
agreements, bilateral planning, periodic deploy-- forward presence through comnbined planning
mc nts and cxcrciscs, visits by seniol officials and exercises, prc-positioning and scrvicc agrce-
and security assistance. ments, and combined warfighting doctrine and

interopcrability could spell the difference
PacuitJ Forcs I)etween success or faiture in defending vital

U.S. interests irl the Pacific, including South- regional interests.

casi Asia and the Indian Ocean, require a Contingency Forces
continuing com]mitlm1ent. Because the forces
of potential adversarics in the Pacific are dilcr- Tlhe U.S strategy for the comc-as-you-arc
ent than the Allanttic, and clue to the maritime arena of spontaneous, oftcn Iunpredictable
ChI-aracr Of the area, U.S. military forces in this crises requires fully traned, hi(hly read, forces
vast region of major importance dillcr fIom those that are rapidly dceliverable and initially self-
ill the Atlantic arcila. As Asia continues its sufficient. Thcrefore, such forces must be drawn
economic and political devclopmCent, U.S. primarily from the active force structure and
Iorward presence will continue to serve as a tailored into highly effective joint task forces
stabilizing ilnluence and a restraint to potential that capitalize on the unique capabilities of each
regional aggression and rearmament. Scrvicc and the special operations forces. In this

lorward presence forces will be principally regard, the U NC must. have the oppolrtunity

maritimc, with hall ofA the projected Carrier and to select 10roni a broad Sl1ectruTn of calpabilltics" ~~~~~~~such as: airborne air assault ih naty n
ampihibious force oriented toward this ara , - It, light infantry, and
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Appendix B

rapidly deliverable heavy forces from the Army; Section III: The Force Structure
the entire range of fighter, fighter-bomber, and
long range conventional bomber forces provided a mplmentation
by the Air Force; carrier-based naval air power,
the striking capability of surface combatants, FY 92 FY 95 FY 97
and the covert capabilities of attack submarines AMY DWISIONS
from the Navy; the amphibious combat power Active 14 12 12
of the Marine Corps, particularly when access Reserve(Cadre) 10(0) 6(2) 6(2)
ashore is contested, which includes on-station
MIEU(SOC) and Maritime Pre-positioning Ships; MARINE CORPS DIVISIONS
and the unique capabilities of the special Active 3 3 3
operations forces. Additionally, certain reserve Reserve 1 1 1
units must be maintained at high readiness AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 13 12 12
to assist and augment responding active units.
Reserve forces perform much of the lift and other TRAINING CARRIER 1 1 1
vital missions from the outset of any contin- CARRIER AIR WINGS
gency operation. In regions where no U.S. for- Active 12 11 11
ward presence exists, these contingency forces Reserve 2 2 2
are the tip of the spear, first into action, and BATTLE FORCE SHIPS 466 427 425
followed as required by heavier forces and long-
term sustainment. AIR FORCE FIGHTERS

Active 1,248 1,098 1,098
Reserve 816 810 810

AIR FIORCE BOMBERS 242 176 184

DoD Personnel
(End Strcngth in thousands)

FY 92 FY 95 FY 97

ACTIVE DUTY
Army 610 538 522
Navy 542 490 489
Marine Corps 185 170 159
Air Force 470 409 400

TOTAL 1,807 1,607 1,570

RESERVES 1,114 911 907

CIVILIANS 1,000 904 884
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FINAL SE CRITERIA

Militarv Value Retur on Investment
(given priority consideration) 5. The extent and timing of potential costs
1. The current and future mission require- and savings, including the number ot

ments and the impact on operational years, beginning with the date of com-
readiness of the Dcpartmeuit of Defense's pletion of the closure or realignment,
total force. for the savings to exceed the costs.

2. The availability and. condition of land, Impacts
facilities, and associated airspace at
both the existing and potential 6. The economic impact on communities.
receiv/ing locations. 7. The ability of both the existing and

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, potential receiving communities'
mobilization, and future total force infrastructure to support forces,
requirements at both the existing missions and personnel.
and potential receiving locations. 8. The environmental impact.

4. The cost and maupowei implications.
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SECRETARY OF JEFENSE'S CLOSURE AND

REhALIGNMENMENDATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY West Coast Naval Bases

Initial Entry Training/Branch School Naval Air Station Alameda, CA
Naval Station Treasure Island,

Fort McClellan, AL San Francisco, CA

Commodity Oriented Training Centers
Fort Monmouth, NJ Naval Training Center Orlando, FL
Vint 1 ill Farms, VA Naval Training Center San Diego, CA

Army Depots Navy Depots

Letterkenny Army Depot, PA Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA
Tooelc Army Depot, UT Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA

Naval Aviation Dlepot Pensacola, FL
Command/Control
Fort Belvoir, VA Inventory Control

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY Technical Centers (SPAWAR)

Shipyards Naval Civil Lngineering Laboratory,

Charleston Naval Shipyard, SC Por1t 1t-uenerne, CA

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, CA Naval Air Technical Services Facility,
Philadelphia, PA

Operational Air Stations Naval Air Warfare Ccntcr - Aircraft Division,
Trenton, NJ

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center,
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, 11l Charleston, SC
Naval Air Station Cecil lField, FL Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center,
Naval Air Station, Midway Island St. Inigocs, MD

Naval Electronic Security Systems
Training Air Stations tEngineering Center, W'asbhington, D.C.

Naval Air Station Meridian, iIS Navy Radio Trarnsission Facility,
Naval Air Station Memphis, TN Annapolis, MD)

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, VA
East Coast Naval Bases Technical Centers (NAVSEA)
Naval LdUcation and Training Center,

Ncwport, RI Naval SUrfaCC Warfare Center - Carcrock,
Naval Station Charleston, SC Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, MD)

Naval Station Mobile, Al- Naval Surlacc \Varlarc Center - Dlahlgrcn,
Naval Station Staten Island, NY White Oak Detaclment, White Oak, MD
Naval Submarinc Base, New London, CT Naval Surface Warfare Ccrtcr -

Port ltlucnmc, Virginia Beach
Detachnient , Virginia beach, VA



Appendix B

Naval Undersea Warfare Center - Naval Facilitics Engineering Command,
Norfolk Dctachment, Norfolk, VA W\estern Elngincering Field Division,

Planning, Estimating, Repair and San Bruno, CA
Alterations (CV), Bremerton, WA Public Works Center San Francisco, CA

Planning, E-stimating, Repair and
Alterations (Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, VA Reserve Activities

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations Naval Rcservc Ccnters at:
(Surface) Atlantic (,tQ), Philadelphia, PA

Planning, Estimaiing, Repair and Alterations Gadsden, AL
(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, CA Montgomery, AL

Sea Automated Data Systems Activity, Fayetteville, AK
Indian H-ead, MD Fort Smith, AK

Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Pacific Grove, CA
Planning, and Procurement, Macon, GA
Portsmouth, NH TIerre Haute, IN

Hutchinson, KN
Reserve Air Stations Monroe, LA

Naval Air Facility Detroit, Ml New Bedford, MA

Naval Air Station Dallas, TX JoPlini, MS

Naval Air Station Glenview, IL St. Joseph, MO

Naval Air Station South Weymouth, MA Great Falls, MT

Supply Centers Missoula, MT
A-iL•tl LtL . ', Ct.NJ

Naval Supply Center Charleston, SC Perth Amboy, NJ
Naval Supply Center Oakland, CA Jamcsto-,n, NY
Naval Supply Center Pensacola, Fl- Poughkee!pse, NY

Altoona, PA
NCR Activities Kingsport, TN

bureau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, VA Memphis, TN

(Including the Office of Military Manpower Ogden, UT

Management, Arlington, VA) Staunton, VA

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, VA Parkcrsburg, WV

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Naval Reserve Facilities at
Aicxandria, VA Alexandria, LA

Naval Recruiting Command, Arlington, VA Aland, LA
Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, VA
Naval Supply Systems Command, Arlington, Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers a,:

VA (Including Dcfcnsel'rinting Officc, Fort Wayne, IN
Alexandria, VA and Food Systems Office, Billings, MT
Arlington, VA) Abilene, TX

Security Group Commn0and, Security Group
Station, and Security Group lDetachment, Readiness Command Regions at:
Pot omac, Washington, D.C. Olathe, KN (Region 18)

Tactical Support Office, Arlington, VA Scotia, NY (Rcgion 2)

Other Bases Ravenna, Of (,Region 5)

1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, NY Hospitals
Department of Dccfnsc Family I lousing Ollicc, Naval I lospital Charlcston, SC

Niagara Falls, NY Naval Hospital Oakland, CA

Naval I lospital Orlando, FL
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Appendix-D

DEPARTMENT OF THE Defense Distribution Dcpot Oakland, CA
Defense Distribution D)epot Pensacola, FL

AIR FORCE Defense Distribution Dcpot Toocle, UT

Large Aircraft Defense Information
Griffiss Air Force- Base, NY Systems Agency
K.I. Sawycr Air Force Base, MSA1
March Air Force Base, CA Navy Data Processing Centers
McGuire Air Force Base, NJ

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA
Small Aircraft Bureau of Naval Personnel, Washington, DC

Hiomestead Air Force Base, FL Enlisted Personnel Management Center,
New Orleans, LA

Facilities Systems Office, Port Hueneme, CA
Air Force Reserve Fleet Industrial Support Center,

O'Hare International Airport Air Force San Diego, CA
Naval Air Station, Brun•\wick, MNReserve Station, Chicago, 1LNaaAiStioev etFNaval Air Station, Key' West, FL-

Air Force Depots Naval Air Station, Mayport, FL
Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA

Newark Air Force Base, OH Naval Air Station, Whidbey ltland, \\A
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,

Defense I oo-isci, s Agency Patuxent River, MD
?5 Naval Air Warfare CCnter, Weapons Division,

Inventory Control Points China Lake, CA
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division,

Defense Electronics Supply Center, Point Mugu, CA
Dayton, OH Naval Command Control & Ocean

Defense Industrial Supply Center, Surveillance Center, San Diego, CA
Philadelphia PA Naval Comp uter & Telecommunications

Defense Pcrsonncl Support Center, Area Master Station, Atlantic, Norfolk, VA
Philadelphia, PA Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area

Master Station, EASTPAC, Pearl Harbor, HI
Service/Support Activities Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory, Station, San Diego, CA

Philadclphia, PA Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Defense Logistics Service Center, Station, New Orleans, LA

Battle Creck, MI Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Defense Rcutilization and Markcting Service, Station, Pensacola, FL

Battle Creek, MI Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Station, Washington, DC

Regional Headquarters Navy Data Automation Facility,
Corpus Christi, ITX

Defenise Contract Manageenrit District Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, VA
Midatlantic, Philadelphia, PA Navy Rcgioral Data Automation Center,

Defense Contract Management District San Francisco, CA
Northcetiral, Chicago, ll. Naval Supply Center, Charleston, SC

Defense Contract Management District West, Naval Supply Cente r, Norfolk, VA
El Segundo, CA Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, H1I

Defe-nse Distribution Depots Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, WA
Tridcnt Rcfit Facility, Bangor, WA

)cefensc Distribution Depot Charleston, SC Trridcnt Refit Facility, Kings Bay, GA
Defense Distribution Depot Lettcrkenny, PA
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Appmcndix 1)

Marine Corps Data Processing Centers ýýastlc Air Force Base, CA (B3-52 Combat Crew
Ilraining redirected from Ifairchild AFB3 tu

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, NC Barksdlale AF~B and KC- 1 35 Combhat Crew
Marine Corps Air Station, U I oro CA Training from Fairchild AI:B to Altus AFB)

ReinlAtoae evie etrChanute Air Force Base, H_ (Metals Tchnwol-

Reioalp Ajutomate SvceCntr og), and Aircraft Structural Mainten1anIce
RcginalAutoate SCIViCS CCIL([-,training courses from Chanute AI-B to

Camp PNrdletcn, CA Sheippard AE-B redireMctd to NAS Memphis)

H unters l'orilt Annex to Naval Station I reasoreAir Force Data Processing Centers island, C A tRetain no facilities, dispose Vice

Air Force M ilit ary Personnel Center, outlease all property)
Randolph AFB, TX LCettrkC1nniy Army Depot, P~A (Syste ms Integra-

ComputerLcl Sr-vieC( Center, Sanl Altonio, TX tion Management Activity - East remains at
Regional Processiing Center, McClellan AF-Ii, CA _CLet teken ny Army li)cput, PA Vice Rock
7th C'ommunications Group, Pentagon, Islandl, IL-)

Arlington11 V~A MacI~iP Air F-orce Base, FL (Airfield dIoes
not close. 482nd Fighter WAinig (AFRTS)

D~rne Loistis Agncy atais reassigned from Homestead Al-13 and
Dees Loisic AecDaaOjprateS the airfield. Joint Communications

Processing Centers Suppor01t ElemenC~t stays at. MacDill Al f' V'iCe

111frmalol Proc,"ili CenerBatle Ceek MIrelocating to Charlecston) AFIT)
Inuformation Processing Ceniter, BattenCee, UT i Marinec Corps Alir Stat ion Tust in, CA

In iformat ionl Processing Center, Og e, i(1-thstitcitc Naval A\ir Stat ion M lairamar fot

Philadelphia, PIA oa-inercevrfNare Corps Air- Sta~tion /0 ~lsa-
Information Processing Center, Richmond, VA oustins assets)o Mrn orsArtto

Deftense Information Sy~stemis Agency TlanrAi oc ae A(4t i
Refuelng G routp ec~li rectcdCl rum McClellan

(DISA) Data Pr-ocessing, Centers AF1T1 to Beale, A1.13)

Defense Information Technology Service N'aval Elctironics Systems En~ginleering Cci or,
CrganiZat ion, Columbus Annex\ Dayton, 011 San1 Diego. CA (Consolidate \vit I Navall

Defense Inform-at iou Technology Service E.clectonlics Systems linlgilieeringCetr
Or_)ganztoldaaoli lnt Vallejo, CA, into available Air Force space

Process~ing Center, IN ienwcisritin
Dclclsc iloilimill "ccNnwal Mine \,Virt~irv 14umincorinoi Act lvii v

u~ieis iiiiiia'oi ciiiuogy a'Ci\iccc' 1 .- 1

Org'anization,' Kansas City Informtation 'Ioilktow\n, VA (Rcalign to Panama City,

Ptroc essing Ceniter, MAO II.1 vice Dam Neck, `,A)
Nav'al \'capon01S l'\ýIvLU-nat1 ionacil tv,

C hmxlges to PrvosyApproved bULMct.iN RamsatC1lL
rIC~lU~iXJof the Air F orce)

BRAC 88/91 Recommendations Presidio o' San lranes:co, CA tkth Almy,
reloate toNASAms, -A vie Foit

13egst rorn- Air IForce Base, TX (70 4th FyightrreoastoAAAesC iBeCarson,CO
Scquadron1 anld 924th lighter 61io.1p Ricke nifackc r Air National Guard Base, Oil
redirecLted f roin lcrgst rum Al ) to (Retain 12 1 st Air RefUeling, \Vinl JAnd the
Cai well AITA~ cantonmntcn a rca) I 00th A\ir Refue~l itg GIroup ill a caltounitinet

Carswvetl Air f-orce Baise, i I\ Wai icat cm area at Rickenl )aclke AC-B instecad of
fun11101i1n of thle 4 3Cth 11ra ilii irg Sc1 naUd 1011 \Vgi ht - Patterson Al - . lRickenbacke r
cii reCCCtd f10111 l)ycss i/l to _Like AUB), AI os]o I

mainenace tamm funtio rc~irctcdRock Island Arsenial, If- (AMCCOM remains
froi a )ycss AlT 10 to f ill AlO at Rock Island, IL- instead of movingo to

Redlstone Arsenal,. Al)
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BASES ADDED !iPNOMISSION FOR

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY Navil Hospital Beaufort, SC
Naval Hospital Corpus Christi, TX

Anniston Army Depot, AL Naval Hospital Great Lakes, IL
Red River Army Depot, TX Naval ltospital Millington, TN
Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA Naval Ordnance Station Louisville, KY
Army Information Processing Center Naval/Marine Corps Reserve Center

Chamhersburg, PA Lawrence, MA
Army hnformation Processing Center Naval Reserve Center Chicopee, MA

Hluntsville, AL Naval Reserve Center Quincy, MA
Defense Distribution Depot Red River, TX Naval Shipyard Norfolk, VA
Defense Distribution Depot Anniston, AL Naval Shipyard Long Beach, CA
Fort Gillcm, GA Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME/NH
Fort Lee, VA Naval Station Everett, WA
Foit McPherson. GA Naval Station lingleside, TX
Fort Monroe, VA Naval Station Pascagoul-,, MS
Marcus Ilook U.S. Army Reserve Cctiet, PA Naval Training Center Great Lakes, IL
Prcsidio of MonterCy & Annex, CA Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, CA

Ships Parts Control Center
DEPARIMENT OF THE NAVY Mcchanicsburg, PA

DC fensc Distribution Depot Albany, GA
Defense Distribution Depot Barstow, CA DEPARTMENT OF THE
Defense Distribution Depot Cherry Point, NC AIR FORCE
D1fense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL
Dcl-cnsc Distribution Depot Norfolk, VA Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY
Defense Distribution Depot San D)iego, CA Fairchild Air Force Base, WA

Marine Corps Air Station Beaufot, SC . orks Air Force 1".se NDl
Marine Corps Air Station Tustm, CA Tinker Air Force Base, OK
Marine Corps Logisdics Base Allbany, GA McClellan Air Forcc Base, CA
Marine Corps Logistics Basc Blarstow, CA Kelly Air Force Base, 1 X
Naval Air Facility Johnstown, PA Warner-Robins Air Foice Base, GA
Naval Air Facility Martinsburg, WV Gentile Air Force Station, OH1
Naval Air Station Agana, Guam. Ogden Air logistics Ccntce
Naval Air Station Corpus Christi, Tx Ilill Air Force Base, UT
Naval Air Station Mctnphis, TIN Defense Distribution Dc pot
Naval Air Station Miramai, CA McClelhln An V oicc lUasc, CA
Naval Air Station Occana, VA Dcfense Distribtition Depot
Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point, NC Oklahoma City, OK
Naval Aviation Depot Jackson,'illc, 1IT Dcecnsc Distribution Depot
Naval Aviation Dcpot Notth Island, CA Sani Anto,',,o X
Naval lcctronics Systcnis Enginccring Defense Distribution Depot

Center Portsmouth, VA Wartici-Robins, GA
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Appencix F-

Regional Processing Ccntcr DEFENSE INFORMATION
Velly Air Forcc Base, TX

Rcgion:' Processing Ccntcr SYSTEMS AGENCY
"Tinkicr Air Force base, 01< Defensc Information lcchnoh.og)y Services

Regional Processing Center Organization Cleveland Information
Warner-Robins Air Forcc Base, GA Processing Center, OH

D L AGENCY Defense Information Technology Services
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGEOrganization Columbus Iniormation
Defense Contract Management District Processing Center, 0H

Northeasm, MA Defense Information Technology Services
Defense Construction Supply Center Organization Denver Information

Columbus, OH Processing Center, CO
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HEARINGSH[E 'COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. Hearings June 14-16, 1993
Congressional Testimony on Military

March 15, 1993 Facility Closures and Realignments
Presentation of the Secretary's 216 Hart Senate Office Building

Recommendations
2118 Rayburn House Office Building June 17-18, 1993

Commission Deliberations
March 16, 1993 325 Russell Senate Office Building
Policy and Methodology in the 216 Hart Senate Office Building

Secretary's Recommendations
2212 Rayburn House Office Building June 23-27, 1993

Commission Final Deliberations
March 22, 1.993 216 Hart Senate Office Building
Environmental Issues, Methodology, 2167 Rayburn House Office Building

and Policy G50 Dirksen Senate Office Building
334 Cannon House Office Building
Match. 29, 191913einn

Illl l ' LY 3- " .. . . . . . . .-- 0 l,

Base Ciosure Account and Fxecution, April 20-21, 1993
Budget Impact and Public Policy IGS0 i,-sen enae Ohce uilingMid-,AtU,,ntic Regional Hearing

G50 DiieKsen Senate Office Building Gunston Arts Center

April 5, 1993
Strategic Defense/Chemical Issues, April 25-26, 1993

Military Family/Retiree Issues Oaklad, CA Regional leaving
1100 Lonrgworth House Office Building Henry J. Kaiser Convention Center

April 12, 1993 April 27, 1993

Economic Issucs San Diego, CA Regional Hearing

1100 Longworth House Office Building Holiday Inn on the Bay

April 19, 1993 May 1-2, 1993

Presentation of GAO's Analysis of the Charlcston, SC Regional Hearing

Secretary's Recommendations and Selection Gaillard Municipal Auditovium

Process for Closures and Realignments May 3, 1993
G50 l)irksen Senatc Office Building Orlando, 1L Regional Hearing

May 21, 1993 Orlando Lxpo Center

Commission Dclibcrations/Votc on May 4, 1993
Additions to the Sceretary's List Birmingham, AL Regional I 4ea1ing
for Further Consideration

1100 Longworth Iltouse Office Building BoItCll Municipal Aiditorium
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Appendix F

May 9-10, 1993
Newark, NJ Regional Hearing
Symphony Hall

May 11, 1993
Boston, MA Regional lHearing
Gardner Auditorium

May 12, 1993
Detroit, MI Regional Hearing
McGregor Memorial Conference Center

June 1, 1993
Columbus, Ot1 Regional Hearing
Whitehall Civic Center

June 2, 1993
Grand Forks, ND Regional -learirn'g
University of North Dakota

June 3, 1993
San Diego, CA Regional Hearing
Hoiiday Inn on the Bay

June 4, 1993
Spokane, WA Regional Hearing
City Council Cha mbrs

June 6, 1993
Corp us Christi, TX Regional t-Hearing
Bayfront Plaza Convention Center

June 8-9, 1993
Atlanta, GA Regional tearing
*XLQ3,..•:•,.,1 l-w[',,d,. ,c sam l.u llu 'a:

June 11, 1993
Norfolk, VA Regional Heacring
Chrysler Hall

June 12, 1993
Boston, MA Regional Hearing
Gardner Auditorium
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COMMIssIONE 4A,;WF BASE VISITS

ARM4Y Naval Air W~arfare Centcr-Aircraft Division,
Tienton, Nj

Anniston Army De pot, AL Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA
Corpus Christi Ar my Depot, TrX Naval1 Av iation Depot Checrry Point, NC
Lettei-kcnny Army Depot, PA Naval Av iation Depot Jacksonville, FL.
Red River Armay Depot. T'r1. Nav al Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA
Tobyhanna Arnmy De pot, PA Nava~l Av iation IDepot North Island, CA
Tooecl Army Depot, UT Naval Axviation Depot Pensacola, FL
Fort Glillem, GA Na valI Education anid Training Center-,
Fort Huachuitca, AZ Newport, RI
Fort Lece. VA Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center
fort Leonard Wood, MD Portsmouth, VA
Fort McClellan, AL Naval Elecctronic Systems Engineering Center
I-oit McPherson, (]A St. Inigocs, MD
Fort Monroe, VA Nava, EClectronic Systeim Enginecering Center

Fort Mvonniout01h, NjI San Diego, CA
Vin' lffdI Farms, VA Naval Hospital Beaufort, SC
Mar-cus 'Ho U.S Amu tccv CCer, PA Nava
Presidio ol Moniterey Annex Nav'al iospital Great Lakes, iL
Pliesidio of Montterey Annex/Fort O~rd, CA Naval Il ospital Millington, TN
University of Arizona, ILICurso, AZ Navail Hlospital Oakland, CA

NAV Y Naval I lospital Orlando, FL
Naval Post Graduate School, Moniterey, CA

Aviation Supply CD[I ice, Philadelph ia, PA Navy Radio Transmission Facility,
H-uniters Plont Annex to Naval Station A nnapolis, MID

Tre-asure Island, San Franrcisco, CA Naval Shipyard Charleston, SC
Marine Corps, Air-Ground ConbtCenter, Naval Shipyard Long Beach, CA

29D Palms, CA Naval Shipyard Mare Island, Valle~jo, CA
Nirw(_krnsp Aii CY~i~mR-i in i I .Lrt SC Nnvail Shin\'~ird Noifnlk VA

Maliric o sAir Station I i 'I oro, CA Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME/NHA
Marinc C.oirps Air Siajiori ItiStin, CAL Naval Stationt Charlestont, SC
Marine Coirps L gisti-,s Base Albany, GA Naval Siatimn Inigleside, I X
Mann'ti orA)ps Logistics ila.se Barstowv, CA Naval Station Everett, WA
N.aval Anr '_t wtion Alameda, C"A N aval Stat ion M sypoit , IT.
Naval Air `_tatnn Cccl1 heild, 1IA Naval Stat ion Mobile, AL
Naval A ir Stution Coripus, Christi, TX Naval Station Pascagoula, MS
Nax ~al Air S t at ion Dallas, I X Naval Stat ion TreCasure_ Island
N'I-,a va Ai- Stail 10n G(e'14JVICW, 11 San Franiisc, CA
N ,Ival1 Air Stiationl Mmcphis, TN Naval Stationi Staten Island, NY
Nlav~al Aiur Stat ion Meridian, M_' Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT

N ý Ia Air Stiatii oni Mi ramar, CA N aval Supply Center- Oakland, C
Naval Al: Stat ion Oceana.m VA Naval Supply Center Penisacola, H .
Nx axval A r SttinSouLh We \' inoutli, MA Naval S itirlacc Wkarfare Ceniter (Pahlr-i eia)

Ali-a irxi:ilit y 1)lt!-ii., Nil White Oak IPetachmeint, Wine( Oaik, MD
N a va Air ci t) a itinshurg, WV N aval SunlaICe WanlaieCe e -aide o
N aval Alir \A'*,lic- Cnc~cler--Airremit Division, An napol is Detaichment, Alma! po1 ils, MID

Fatuxxent Rivcýr, 11.11) Naval -1 rainuing Ceniter Great L-akes, I I



Appendix G

Naval Training Center Orlando, FL Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA Defense Distribution Depot McClellan
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport, RI Air Fcrce Base, CA
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Norfolk Defense Distribution Depot. Norfolk, VA

Detachment, Norfolk, VA Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City, (OK
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, CA Defense Distribution Depot Red Rvci, TX
Planning, Engineering for Repair and Defense Disiribution Depot San Antonio, TX

Alterations (Surface) Pacific Defense Distribution Depot San Diego, CA
San Francisco, CA Defense Distribution Depot Warner-Robins, GA

Public Works Center San Francisco, CA Defense Electronics Supply Center, D)ayton, 01-1
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, WA Defense Industrial Supply Center, PA
Ships Parts Control Center Defense Logistics Service Center

Mechanicsburg, PA Battle Creek, MI
Submarine Base New London, CT Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory
Submarine Base Kings Bay, GA Philadelphia, PA

Defense Personnel Support Ccnter
AIR FORCE Philadelphia, PA

Carswell Air Force Base, TX Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service
Fairchild Air Force Base, WA Battle Creek, Ml

Gentile Air Force Station, OH DEFENSE INFORMATION
Grand Forks Air Force Base, NDD EN O
Greater Rockford Airport, Rockford, 1I. SYSTEMS AGENCY
Griffiss Air Force Base, NY A 1  a 'OP 1-nat on
]loiCestcad Air Force Base, FL Chambcrsburg, PA
Kelly Air Force Base, IX Computer Services Center, San Antonio, TX
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, MI Defense Information Technology Services
lattsburgh Air Force Base, NY Organization, Coflumbtus Information_

MacDill Air Force Base, IL Processing Center, 011
March Air Force Base, CA Defense Information Technology Services
McClllan Alir Force Base, CA Organization, Clecveland Inflorm-iation
McGuire Air Force Base, NJ Processing Center, Oti
Newark Air Force Base, Oil Processin g CeOdnArogsisctrHill Regional Processingz Center
Ogden Air Logistics Ceer, H Kelly Air F-orcc Bas.2.. IX

Air Force Base, UT Rc'inrul Pme- s g e1i
0'1 lare Inicra-mtonat Airport Air Force 1 inr Ai Force Bs e, Or

l.?ese ivc S qial oll, Chicago, If, -1 ink er Air Force Base, O K
Reser At ion, Chic, OK Regional Processing Centerl

"Tinkcr Air F:orce Base, OtK \darier-Robins Air Force Bakse, GA
Travis Air Force Base, CA Sevent Co1nm .niCatio0ls 6ro ,p
Waincr-Robins Aii Force Base, GA Pentagonh C ashinctons ro
Wright-Pattcesoni Air tlorcc base, O Pentagon, Washington, IC

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
Dfcensc Constrittion Stipply (.enter

Columbus. 0IfI
Delcnsc Contract Maimagiuntci District

Northeast, Boston, MA
Dcefense Distribiution f)pcpot Albany, GA
Dcfenrc !)istribution I)epot Barstow, CA
Decfcnsc Distri)tution Depot Clicrry Point, NC
Dclcr<,c f ln)r ributioji I)cpot Jacksonvillc, I L
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COMMISS GRAPHIES

Jim Courter has been Chairman of the Defense 1983 until 1986, Mrs. Byron chaired the House
Base Closure and Realignment Commission since Special Panel on Arms Control and Disarma-
1991. Prior to that, he represented the 12th ment and served from 1980 until 1987 on the
district of blew Jersey in the U.S. House of U.S. Air Force Academy Board of Visitors.
Representatives from 1979 until 1991. While Rebecca G. Cox is Vice President for Govern-
in Congress, Congressman Courier chaired the ment Affairs for Continental Airlines. Mrs. CoxHouse Military Reform Caucus and served on
the following subcommittees of the House Armed formerly served as Assistant to the Preidentand Director of the Office of Public Liaison forServicites, Crocuremmittee: Military st Nseand President Ronald Reagan. Concurrently, sheFacilities, Procurement and Military' Nuclear sevdaChitaofteIergn'Ci-

Systems, and Research and Development. In 1987,

he was appointed to the joint select committee mittee for Women's Business Enterprise. Prior
charged with investigating the diversion of funds to her service in The White House, Mrs. Cox

was Assistant Secretary for Government Affairsto th e N icaragu an d em ocratic op p osition in a h e a t e t o r n p r a i n h a
the "Iran-Contra Affair." Chairman Courter is atetheuDepartment of Transportation.oSherhad
senior partner of the law firm he founded, previously C served at the D epartment of Trans-
Courter, Kobert, Laufer, Purcell, and Cohen, portation as Counselor to the Secretary. Mrs.iii Hackcii~towii, New jeisey'. Cox becan her career in the U.S. Senate, where

she was Chief of Staff to Senator Ted Stevens.
Peter B. Bowman is Vice President for Quality General Hansford T. Johnson, U.S. Air Force
Assurance for Gould, Inc., a diversified manu-factrin copan' i Ncwurypoi, Mssahu- (Retired) served in the Air Force for 33 years
facturmng company in Ncwbul-ypol , Massachu- and was Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Trans-
setts. A career naval officer, Mr. Bowman
attended the U.S. Naval Nuclear Power School portation Command and of the Air Mobility'
and the Naval Submarine School. He served Command, leading these commands in Opera-
aboard three separate nuclear submarines and tion Desert Shield/Desert Storm. During hiscareer, he served in South Victnami, commandedlater at Pearl I larbor Naval Shiptyard. After tours the 22nd Bombardment Wing, was Deputy Chiefat the Naval Sea Sy'stems Command and Mare fSaff rO eai n o h taei i on

Island Naval Shipyard and 30 years service, lh e o Stafffdor Operations of the Strategic Air Com-
retired in I1990 as the Shipyard Commander at .. d, Vep Commandel-r in Chief _1 I a_ Ath

PortsmoutLh Naval Shipyard. Mr. Bowman was U.s. Central Comm nandDire of the

an instructor fot the Center for Naval Anal sis U.'. Central Command and Direor ofthe Joint
Staff of the joint Chiefs of Stall. GenecralJonnat the Naval Postgraduate School from 1990 Stf-ftcJon tif ofSaf eaJohnsoi-

through 1991. is now Chief of Staff of the United Servicesth g 9Automobile Association.
Beverly B. Byron was a member of the U.S. Harry C. McPherson, Jr., is a partner in the
H Douse of R Maryselatives representing the law firm of Vcrncr, Liipfcrt, Bernhard, McPhcrsonl6th District of Maryland from 1979 until and Hland in Washington, D.C. lie served as

January 1993. While in Congress, she served as Depuland in W aingon D.C A I ntervChairman of the Military lPcrsotnel and Corn- Deputy Under Seeretaty' of the Army' for Inter-
pcaion SuOfCi ittee Of the I louse Armed national Affairs and later as Assistant SecretarypnsatIl t of State for LEducational and Cultural Alfairs.
Services Commiltee. In this capacity, Congress- I IC then seived asItI Special Counsel to Prcsidcn,
woman Byron directed Congressional oversigl Lti
for 42 perccnt of the U.S. defense budget and Lyndon B. Johison. Mr. Mcan ierson seived iiplay~I i\L tOL ~ o\.L~eingdie rawown the U.S. Air F~o-ce and was l'rcsident. of thllplaCl ., 1,CyroI- il oý_iC~ilg he raw owFe~deral City Cou,icil. ltc wvas General Counsel
of U.S. forces overseas. She also served otl the fer ty' Coo ci. lie w eneraloC-ntse
Research an1dDttfor the John 1F. Kennedy Center for the
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Appendix H

Performing Arts from 1977 unti.l 1991 and is
currently Vice Chairman of the U.S. Interna-
tional Trade and Cultural Center Commission.

Robert D. Stuart, Jr., was U.S. Ambassador to
Norway from 1984 to 1989 after serving as Presi-
dent, Chief Executive Officer, and Chairman of
The Quaker Oats Company. Ambassador Stuart
is President of Conway Farms, a real estate
development company. He is also a Director of
the Atlantic Council, the Washington Center and
the Center for Strategic and International Stud-
ies. Previously, he was President of the Council
of American Ambassadors and Vice Chairman
of the Illinois Commission on the Future of Public
Service. lic served in the U.S. Army in Europe
during World War II. He also served as a Com-
missioner on the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission in 1991.
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1st Marine Corps District F
Garden City, New York ........................... 1-60 Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply

A Center), Charleston, South Carolina ........ 1-55
A t Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval
Anniston Army Depot, Alabama ........... 1-7 Supply Center), Oakland, California ........ 1-56

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ........... 1-43 Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval
Supply Center), Pensacola, Florida ........... 1-57

B Fort Belvoir, Virginia ................................... 1-9
Fort George B. McClellan, Alabama ................... 1-1Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas................ 1-83 FotM muhNwery. ..... 1-Fort Monmouth, Newljersey ............................ 1-3

c G
Carswell Air Force Base, Texas ........................ 1-84 Gentile Air Force Station, Dayton, Ohio .......... 1-81-- .1 A r . "fl _.

.asue Alk Fuice Base, California ...................... 1-85 Griffiss Air Force Base, New York .................... 1-71
Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois ...................... 1-85
Charleston Naval Shipyard, South Carolina ..... 1-15 H

-,Homestead Air Force Base, Florida ............. 1-77
Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station

Defense Clothing Factory Treasure Island, San Francisco, California .. 1-67
Phiiadelphia, Pennsylvania ...................... 1-93

Defense Contract Management District K
Midatlantic, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania .... 1-95 K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan .............. 1-72

Defense Contract Management District
Northcentral, Chicago, Illinois ................. 1-95 L

Defern, Contract Management District .etterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania ............. 1-6
W est El Segundo, California .................... 1-96

Defense Distribution Depot M
Charleston, South Carolina .......... 1-96 MacDill Air Force Base, Florida ...................... 1-86

Dcr .se Distribution Depot March Air Force Base, California ................. 1-74
Lcu. .kcnny. Pn.l. ni........... . 1-97 Mare Island Naval Shipyard, California .. .... 1-16

Defense Distribution Depot Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California ... 1-17
Oakland, California ................................ 1-98 Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California .... 1-08

Defense Distribution Depot Marine Corps Logistics Base
Pensacola, Florida ................................... 1-98 Barstow , C alifornia .................................... 1-7

Defense Distribution Depot Mather Air Force Base, California .................... 1-87
Tooelc, Utah ......... ........... 1-99 McGuire Air Force Base, NewJersey ....... 1-75

Defense Electronics Supply Center
Gentile Air Force Station, Ohio ................ 1-89 N

Defense Industrial Supply Center National Capital Regional (NCR) Activities ...... 1-58
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ...................... 1-90 Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan ................ 1-24

Deense Logistics Services Center ...........1-94 Naval Air Facility, Martinsburg, West Virginia .1-25
Dcfensc Personnel Support Center Naval Air Facility, Midway Island .................... 1 -21

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ...................... 1-91 Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam ...................... 1-21
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service Naval Air Station, Alameda, California ............. 1-34

Bat le Creek, MN chigan ............. 1-94 Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, tHawaii ..... 1-18
DoD Family Housing and Family 1 lousing Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida .............. 1-19

Office, Niagara Falls, New York ............... 1-60
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Naval Air Station, DallasTxas ....................... 1-26 Naval Undersea Wairarc Centcr-
Naval Air Station, Glenview, Illinois ........ 1-27 Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia ..... 1-52
Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee ........... 1-22 Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, California .... 1-7
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi ......... 1-23 Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center at
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth Lawrence, Massachusetts ......................... 1-64

M assachusetts ......................................... 1-28 Navy Public W orks Centcr
Naval Air Technical Services Facility San Francisco, California ......................... 1-62

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ...................... 1-44 Navy Radio Transmission Facility
Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft Division Annapolis, Maryland ............................... 1-48

Trenton, NewJersey ............................... 1-43 Navy Radio Transmission Facility
Naval Aviation Depot Driver, Virginia ....................................... 1-49

Alameda, California ......................... 1-7, 1-39 Navy Weapons Evaluation Facility
Naval Aviation Depot, Norfolk, Virginia ... 1-7, 1-40 Albuquerque, New Mexico ...................... 1-70
Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida ......... 1-41 Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers ................ 1-62
Naval Civil Engineering laboratory Newark Air Force Base, Ohio .......................... 1-81

Port Hueneme, California ........................ 1-45
Naval Education and Training Center 0

Newpori Rhode Island ........................... 1-30 Ogden Air Logistics Center, H-jill AFB, Utah ....... 1-7
Naval Electronic Centers, Charleston O'Hare International Airport Air Force

South Carolina .................. 1-46 Reserve Station, Illinois ............. 1-79
Naval Flectronic Systems Engineering Center

(NESEC), San Diego, California and P
NESEC Vallejo, California ....................... 1-68 Planning, Engineering for Repair and

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Alteration Centers (PERA). ...................... 1-53
Western Engineering Field Division Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York ............. 1-76
San Bruno, Caliornia .............................. 1-61 Presidio of Montercy/P•residio of

Naval 1 lospital, Charleston, South Carolina ..... 1-64 Monterey Annex, California ..................... 1-10
Naval Hospital, Oakland, California ........ 1-05 Presidio of San Francisco, California ........ 1.-12
Naval I tospital, Orlando, Florida .................... 1-66 Pueblo Army Depot, Colorado ...................... 1-100
Naval Reserve Center at Chicopee Massachusetts

and Quincy, Massachusetts ...................... !-64 R
Naval Station, Charlcston, South Carolina ....... 1-30 Red River Army Depot, Texas ........................... 1-7
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